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MW OT^roroo 

_ PART IMSectlon 3—Subjection (iQ _ , 

%imn**?rr fctiinpraUnrtifrfiWRfr 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 

(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


(fawn sfft twgvr wrarn; 

M 31 1p£ 2009 

W.OT. 2156.— W?m Wl ***mr anfafoW, 1946 (1946 ^ u 2 5) T& 

m (i) gm inf^grrtf iNHi ^ Bircap ng ^ I^rft ^ 

a. 361/TTO*rcft/2009 V™ ^ ^ eiflHffl flit #Rt IWtb ^ flilWiRw afo %4\ 
sfarfm afa wrr fmm anfafm, 

sfr nm arcrraf ^tm3, smdta w ^Tgm m 120-^t, 420 atftt tobr frarpn afiBifm, 1988^ l 3 ! 2 ? 

13(1 )(^t) wim Pwk« i 1988 *mr 13(2 )13(10(1*) 

wpfi ^ ^ Rfaraf aflr atftwnffcn tfw ^ #><$ t» 

[R. 228/41/2009“^.^ II] 

vrc iflsm, aw* Rfhra 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 31st July, 2009 

S.0.2156.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of Section 5, read with Section 6. of theDelhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent ot the Stale 


2811 G1/2009 
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Government of Jharkhand, Home Department vide Notification No. 361/HSC/2009 dated 30-7-2009, hereby extends the 
powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police to the whole State of Jharkhand for the investigation 
u/s 13/2 r/w 13(i)(e) of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, in respect of disproportionate assets alleged to have been 
amassed by Shri Avinash Kumar and any other offences in the aforesaid transaction and U/s 120-B, 420 IPC and Section 
13(2) r/w 13(1 )(d) of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, in respect of offences committed by him under the provisions 
of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, and/or offences under any other Acts. 

[No. 228/41/2009-AVD. II] 

__________ CHANDRA PRAKASH , Under Secy. 

, MINISTRY OF FINANCE 

(Department of Revenue) 

(Central Board of Direct Taxes) 

CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2009 

S.O. 2157.—In the Notification Number 57/2009 dated 09-7-2009 the words and figure “with effect from 
1 -4-2009” may be corrected to read as “with effect from Assessment year 2009-10”. 

Other terms and condition of the said notification remain unchanged. 

[F. No. 203/9/2008-ITA. II] 

_DR. SANJAY KUMAR LAL, Under Secy. (ITA. II) 

'TT 7 TT fsmm 

M 4 3RT77T, 2009 

3ST.3TT. 2158,—'TOfa iWTm fcfW'TO Srfafrm, 2008 (2008 ^ 27) 3 

(6) ■gHi y<Ti Trfw^rt Win W! irt. ^ srqfq ^ sjqqr 

65 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 3TT ^ r ^ ^ ^ ^ ^, fclF* 1-08-2009 (TJpff^l) ^ 80,000/- (ftqffar) 3 ifo m 
37t2T$T, 'iKol’M •STTf^T 3rtV^<u| ('q^3TRtr) ^ ^ tr i? I 

[ 1 FT* TO7T ^-24015/001/2009-^371^] 

3 mi Jlfm 

MINISTRY OF CIVIL AVIATION 
(AAI Section) 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2009 

S.O. 2158.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (6) of Section 3 of the Airports Economic 
Regulatory Authority of India Act, 2008 (27 of2008), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Yashwant S. Bhave, to 
the post of Chairperson, Airports Economic Regulatory Authority (AERA) in the Pay Scale of Rs. 80,000/- (fixed) per 

month w.e.f. 01 -08-2009 (FN) for a period of five years or til! the age of 65 years or until further orders, whichever is the 
earlier. 

[F. No. AV. 24015/001/2009-AAI] 

____ OMA NAND, Under Secy. 

fcTTTS-T 3TTT trffqTT th^|U| Tf a i rtq 
( Tcrrezr affr Thf^rr cKc^m i ffr<TFT) 

( fqfsfcrWT ) 

M fefr, 7 ^Tlf, 2009 

pfiT ^IT. 2159. yC+>K, <n 3TRffW7, 1948 (1948 16) qRJ 3 ^ 3Tcttfa TTfepif 3RTR1 

1984 37T. 77. 430 ^ 3 Tr^RT 

TTTTP-H t, 
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TO^TTFTO : 3TTO 15, 2009/9^ 24, 1931 

■3^T 3TftUJ4HI ^TR 5 3}fc Mlqfe<if ^ fcR *' ^RT 3 WH MpiU ^ (^») 

fadifdd" *1)4* ^ 3/ci^fct PihRi(<sw yfci^uftd f4v41 '^fl^TT, 378lf^ : 

*‘ 5. ^T. W fe W^T im ^ ^ 17-12-2007” 

58/2, ^ W, 

i^m 

[TFl U *fi-12013/l/2009-^t.£] 

m, sfr vfot 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

(Dental Education Section) 

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2009 

S.O. 2159.—In exercise of the powers conferred under Section 3 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948), the 
Central Government hereby makes the following amendment in the notification of the Government of India, Ministry of 
Health and Family Welfare No. S.O. 430 dated 24th January, 1984 namely 

In the said notification under head “Elected under clause (a) read with proviso to Section 3” for Serial No. 5 and 
the entries relating thereto, the following shall be substituted therein, namely :— 

“5. Dr. Surinder Pal Singh Sodhi, Elected Punjab Dental Council 17-12-2007”. 

58/2, Harindra Nagar, 

Faridkot, Punjab 

[F. No. V. 12013/1/2009-DE] 


R. SANKARAN, Under Secy. 

xfTcT RTRTC 


^ fa#, 31 2009 

W.3TT. 2160.— IWffKI $1 ^ITC, 3}*f T^T, ^vPT (nftdiH fa0, nftqiR 

3^ Hp||d4 # 1 3FR3, 2009 $ 30 2009 # ^ Ifa hsihtH 'A^r^ UTfM c b< 1cr T ^ FKFT ^ 

7## %§ f^T^T Wt t 1 

[U ^.3^.-14019/14/2009#.#.] 


TT°^T Mil’ll, ^ -Hp^d 


MINISTRY OF SHIPPING 
New Delhi, the 31 st July, 2009 

S.O. 2160.—The Central Government hereby appoints Shri Arvind Kumar, IES, Member (Transport Research 
Wing) Ministry of Road Transport and Highways to hold additional charge as Member, Tariff Authority for Major Ports 
for a further period from 1st August, 2009 to 30th September, 2009. 

[No. PR-14019/14/2009-P.G.] 
RAKESH MALHOTRA, Dy. Secy. 


WqtetfT TITS! 

'RTTcffa' TtTTcF^Tt 

fa#, 3 3PR?T, 2009 

^T.SIT. 2U1 —(W^H) fflVW, 1988#1wi (5) (6) # 3 MKdk WtX 

TTcl^Rl 3lfa*jfacT ^TcTT t fa far fa^T fat # ^fa fa fa# M 3 ^ faff TO t : 
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a»^fr 



WPV 

■JtlR ^ TRff 

RRtfa RHRf 


01 

2377663 

^ ^ *-13, RR 3TT5 ^ at T^T ( 
f^n xrfon, firnm Tte, 

RFT^, RFRI^-440028 

^ ^ far* aKprqfafl 

3ft wr-fafafe 

T^T 4985 : 2000 

17-11-2008 

02 

7729693 

^ I fa. 

w * 1 m-\2, 3n* ^ 3ft 

rR^ci 9>R Rfitrrr 

arc ^ 
uoo 

02-01-2009 


--- 

Rms?, R8K!^-440016 

14255 : 1995 



W i)33 


T rwfa, (gg?) 

MINISTRY OP CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2009 

SO. 2161 .—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelied/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 


SI 

No. 

Licences 

No. 

CM/L- 

—--—- 

Name of Address of the Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant 

Indian Standards covered by the 
licence canceiled/suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

01 

2377663 

M/s. Oswal Pipes, 

Plot No. E-13, MIDC Area, 

Hingna Industrial Area, 

Hingna Road, Nagpur, 
Maharashtra-440028 

Unplasticized pvc pipes for 
potable water suppiies- 
IS 4985:2000 

17-11-2008 

02. 

7729693 

M/s. Central Cables Ltd, 

Plot No. E-I2, MIDC 

Hingna Industrial Area, Nagpur, 
Maharashtra-440016 

Aerial bunched cables for working 
voltages upto and including 

1100 volts 

IS 14255 : 1995 

02-01-2009 

[No. CMD/I3 :13] 


P. K, GAMBHIR, Dy. Director General (Marks) 
^ 4 3RTRT, 2009 


* t - w - 2162.—wtawpi987 ^ppm,7^^^nni(i)^^s(«)^3i3WT>i^wift«?nFnr 
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TO 

4*WT 


R»t rtto afk fafar 

RTRlft 

R&faf«T 

1. 

RB 15803 2008 TOFT TOft gfaTOT~TOT: 

TOlRRU l,R<, 2009 

31 2009 


RpfaR RftTO TOR 4M4><m, WR sMm (K0 2 ) 




3*R, TOT: -SRPR, TOT: U^tf-fafiflfe 




^ lipwr ^ ufrfaf «rofto rhrt rfr> *m 9, wgt w nA faRrft-110002, tifata wW: ^ 

ftwft, 4>1w>KH , q«^fag , ^=t£ TOT RTOTT TOlfefaf: 3TORRTR, TOsffc, RfafR, ‘jWWl, UiWK, 


tojl rrsl RHRT, R«t TOT Rhmih^i^h 3 fartf #5 W *W t 1 

[#P$ : 08/3IT$ RB 15803] 

t $dTf-M» RR? RR ngw (TOPH) 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2009 

S.0.2162.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and year of the Indian Standards 

No. 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which 
the amendment 
shall have effect 

\. IS 15803 : 2008 Respiratory Protective Devices^ 

Self Contained Closed Circuit Breathing Apparatus 
Chemical Oxygen (K0 2 ), Type, self Generating, 
SelfRescuers-Specification 

Amendment No. 1, May, 2009 

31 May, 2009 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafer Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolcatta, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: CHD 08/IS 15803] 
E. DEVENDAR, Scientist F & Head (Chemical) 
M 4 3TTOT, 2009 

**31T. 2163.—'TWftu faTO 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ ^RfaTO ( 1) Rl TO (*I) ^ HM< * > 

R flRgRT STf^jf^T RTTfll t far faR Rltflfa Mpfaf ^ faTOR Rfa ^ faR hR $ 3 WTfatT RR f 




TO 

TOfar <roffa mn 0*f) n\ wn 

•sfa RRtlfa ■*THR» glTT 3lfa?FfrW 

TOfatffafa 

Rfro 

zskittfn 

Rirdfa RHR» 3TTOT RRRTf, ^ifa 



wn alk ^ 


1 . 

3IFfR5T 15850 : 2009 Rlf^Rjfa ^5 +K«II$5- 

famine 

— 

31 2009 


jn mn nM mtim hm* wm tor, 9, m nm M fa^ft-i 10002, <»iqW.- 

M ftwft, +)mm , ntfm, tot im\ wiW: 3 ttorrtr, wfa, ^rtarojr, 

TOy, rtrjt, Rny, rzrt, tot 3 faaft %% mem 1 1 


: ^R^t 30/3Tff RB 15850] 
% RR> R3 *3® (WR) 
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New Delhi, the 4th August, 2009 

H AIVI It DCL. 

S.O. 2163.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (I) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. & year of the Indian Standards No. & year of Indian Standards, 

Established if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 

Date of 
Established 

1. 

IS 15850 : 2009 Nuclear Grade Boron Carbide- — 

Specification 

31 January, 2009 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolcatta, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. r 


[Ref: CHD 30/IS 15850] 
E. DEVENDAR, Scientist F & Head (Chemical) 
Isctil, 4 3PIW, 2009 


^T.W. 2164.—MTCcTta 1987 ^ 7 <shPi<4H (1) ^ (73) ^ if itndtq mh«6 



wn 

wiifacf ‘hkuI^ MH'tJ (<*>)) ««qi <44 wterc ^ afk fof«r 


(l) 

(2) (3) 

(4) 

l. 

15839 : 2009 13520 : 2002 

28 2009 


« ^ ^ 7a $, *raFT, 9 im 'RFf, %#-l 10002, ~ ^ i uld4 : 

^ 1^#, 'fWiii, ^ u s1ucs, -m » wM: sitowk, ^rk, mw, Umt , 

"9^, gjn tmr f i 


[^ : 22/^t~ 15 ] 

it. kfa, ^ Tici (tnretit) 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2009 

S.0.2164. In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

No. & year of the Indian Standards 

Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of 
Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS 15839 : 2009/ISO 13520 : 2002 Determination 
of Ferrite Content in Austenitic Stainless Steel 
Castings 

— 

28 February, 2009 


: rn&l 15, 2009/*m 24, 1931 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkatta Chandigarh, Chennai Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvanantpuram, 


[Ref: MTD 22/T-15] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘E’ & Head (Met Engg) 

4 SPIRT, 2009 

2165.—'PPTF ^ 1987 ^ fWT 7 # SMPhH (1 ) ^ (^T) ^ ^ TIPHf 

^ ho-vski aifa^r t fa apyqrft 3 'M M pfpf (^f) 3 faqr *wM M t: 




^7 

WSW 

TWTfipT TfppTr (qft) RTsST 

WpR Tfsqr afttfilfa 

qft fa*r 

(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

37Tft(R 280 : 2006 UIHM 3FJ5P?Mf ^ 

RW 1 3PTRT 2009 

3 mm 2009 


%tT ^ qft <TR (^*7T 




w qfr ufan rfr? qft ufan, *7R<fa rfr? pfr? 9 ^15* w rjpf ( ^ 110002, 

Wci4; ^ farft, ^bf«hiai, ?WI TOO ?PTcfa, ^TTeT, ^FfasRjT, 

TpflFT#, ^<HK, -3R^, HFFJT, ^ <1*71 3 fas# ^ 3qeF»? #1 


: HHdUl 4/#-I7j 
'ft. '#?, %rffa T ugsr ) 


New Delhi, the 4th August, 2009 

S.O.2165.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (I) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


si. 

No. 

No. & year of the amendment (s) 

No. & year of the amendment 

Date from which 
the amendment 
shall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 280 : 2006—Mild steel wire for general 

Amendment No. 1 

3 August 2009 


engineering purposes (fourth revision) 

August 2009 



Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkatta Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvanantpuram. 


[Ref: MTD4/T-I7] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘E’ & Head (Met Engg) 
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aftr u i frf % xratm 


11 2009 

*»T. 3tT. 2166—RTOR4 3^ 

Wtrl l jH (’jfR 3 WfW ^ 3tf*FSR Sffc) 3TfaftqR, 
1962 (1962 50) (f^ BR^ SR*# SlftlWT 

^bt rrt i) qft «mr 3 ^ Rq-*mr (l) ^ 3t4fa ^ r41 

rra mm ^ Q^lPd^H afa to ire rerc 

astfa^rn ^tan. 12, cntor 23 ftoRT, 2008 m 
tofcm *TmR*h faftts, Rqt# 
fwisnfl 3 -qtwfti m RWR^f ^ 

4^ to| tfe’Fl 3Tte 4» 1 NRVH Rifats SRI 

*#T R3*RT (^ # f4^l4 ^ *#3R ^ fat* 

w arfM^pn 3 wr 3 fj^ 41 3 fsftfto *jfa 4f w?W ^ 

SlftRBK ^1 3T#=r ^ 3TTCPT qft ^frcRTT ^ 4 I 

3^T ^rf^^TT tftof ^ mfter 
24-01-2009 4141 I 

afa tft arfalwr vrt 6 'zv-'m (l) ^ 

n ^pq 3nfwd 4 wan w\ fate 4 

41$ i 

3fk ^fa *U«hK 3»T "^T fate RT ftfRR Rfa ^ 
RTRT^ RF RRTOH fl RRT $ fa *R arftRJxRT 3 R^RR 
3Fjg41 3 fafaRM 4 3 m 4I j ! ^ arteR ^t st#t fam 
RRT I 

3R: 3RT, c h'^0 i ( R^^jR, 4^1 R»1 RR1 6 

m-wi ( 1 ) srt rjt fato rr 4 p rb 4ta<m 

<6^41 $ fa br 3Tf«rcj*nT "4 Rctr apjtj41 4f faPiR^e t=rt 
tM WfflRH fa?(4 ^ tdxr wfa m zfam Slfaf 
fan ^TcTT f I 

^ warn, ztt vrt 6 ^ 

^T-VRT (4) "SHT TFR ^5Rjf ^T wfrl ^ ^ HB f^T 
^ % 34^1 ijfR ^T aif^RTR 3TfV^*11 ^ 

3RjRFT mOo RRPR *f Pifga RRRT R*ft 

!WmmT ^ -g^r ^ ^r if&F r ate tfNRm M&z 3 
Pi(?Cl ^Pll I 


cll^I : «1Q6^ RRT : TF?4 : dPHcHI^ 


MW ^>1 MIH 

RtoR 

R. ^prg u 

R 

T?3R 

Rtec 

• 

1 

2 

3 4 

5 

6 

79, «hldl- 

348 

2412 0 

6 

69 

W1 

349 

4 0 

1 

91 


349 

3^ 0 

3 

72 


1 2 

3 

4 

| 

6 

349 

l4t 

0 

4 

62 

370 

241 

0 

0 

40 

370 

1^1 

0 

2 

65 

370 

Rft 

0 

1 

87 

370 

i41 

0 

2 

34 

370 

R 

0 

2 

58 

370 

5# 

0 

4 

06 


[m R. 3lR-25011/ll/2006-3it3IR-l] 
^t. w, 3 rr Rftra 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
"New Delhi, the 11th July, 2009 

S.O* 2166.—Whereas, by a notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas number S.0.12 dated the 23rd December, 2001 
issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum 
and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the 
said Act) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the lands specified in the 
schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of 
laying pipeline for the transportation of Aviation 
Turbine Fuel (ATF) petroleum product from Refinery of 
Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali to 
Meenammabakkam Airport in the State of Tamil Nadu, by 
the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, copies of the said notification were 
made available to the public from 24-1-2009; 

And whereas, the Competent Authority in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act 
has submitted his report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government, after 
considering the said report is satisfied that the Right of 
User in the Land specified in the Schedule appended to 
this notification should be acquired; 

Now, therefore in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
said land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
notification is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the Right of User in the 
said Land shall instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest from the date of publication of this 
declaration, in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from 
ail encumbrances. 
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Ti*m .: 15, 2009/*m 24, 1931 


SCHEDULE 


Taluk: District: Kanchipuram State: Tamilnadu 

Sriperumbudur 


Name of the 
Village 

Sur¬ 

vey 

No. 

Sub- 

Divi¬ 

sion 

No. 

Hec¬ 

tare 

Are 

Square 

Meter 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

79 Kola- 
pakkam 

348 

2B2 

0 

6 

69 


349 

4 

0 

‘ 1 

91 


349 

3A 

0 

3 

72. 


349 

IB 

0 

4 

62 


370 

2B 

0 

0 

40 


370 

ID 

0 

2 

S5 


370 

1C 

0 

1 

87 


370 

IB 

0 

2 

34 


370 

1A 

0 

2 

58 


370 

5C 

0 

4 

06 


OF. No. R-25011/11/2006-OR-1] 
B.K. DATTA, tinder Secy. 


12 3im2009 

7£T.3tt. 2167.—^ ^ 

WWW ^ "I fa ii^KRl TT^T 3 WSfat 3 TO 
TT^l ^ ^ 3TN^T ^ mRoI 6 H $3 w artoH 

ffa i y i tN fafa t s sro ^ WW fawi wfat; 

afo, ^ to MlSMtrll^ fato ^ tra^H 

^ to tw ^wy«w » ton *fa i fa to *jfa to 
wrars 34^-41 3 i, totf ^45! ^n?w fawn to 
ctfT y« 11'3 t, 4H0Vl ^ 3rfa^R 3lto fa*fl ^fT^; 

3Tcf:, 3TC, U WT, 3?K tof5f 1W 

yq^Ol ^ 3TfWT^T 3t^T) 3tfaRm, 1962 (1962 
<fO 50) ^ %IKT 3 ^ ^T-*TKI ( 1) Wf ^ toto ^T tot 
ito ^n, "3Q *jfa ^ ^ 3lfa^R ^T "4^ ^ 

ato 3ri7PT tow ?; 

to ®qfal, ^ 33RT 34^4J^t ^ totf ’jfa ^ facTO t, 
3 ^ cTRhl 3 tofat ^T 3tf%RJ^I 3 "J^T <lK<t ^ TITO 
tori ttiwt ^R?n ^ t, $**>T*tfato 

to* 

siton* ^ sto ^ *fa*f 3 sft ntt- w*w^, Wi 
toto, toto tor 5t^ attot w^=f toto, 
ton rw>i$H<U toto is, mum ts, 

to*T-389001 (TT 5 ^) ^ Rrlfisld ^T 3 ato to ton 1 

2. ^ n c-,1 jo q - 2. 
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flg ' to t j tfhTOfa! ftot : toft TF&! : 


sf»M 



1 . 2 

• • 3 .. 

.’ 4 

1. H'tWf 

44/8 

00.1458 

2. nrrcfl 

418 

0a0343 

3. 3TPTO 

177/2 ' 

O0lO24O 

4. Mp 

46/2 fatf 

00.0540 


9/^2 

00.2355 


46/^1/21 

0a3510 

5. 1 727TH 

7/3 

00.1520 


67 

00.3778 

6. * 

7/Wt3 

'00.5000 


7/^Ft 14 

.00.2100 


13/7 

00^560 


7/^ 

00.0900 


7/4/^SFt 

00.2850 


7/to 

00.3200 , 


7M 

003000 


7/7/to 

00.3060 


7/to 

00.4150 


7/4 

00.3600 


7/6/to 

00.3750 


7 /to 

00.6150 


7/20 to 

00.4200 


7/to 

00.2850 


7 /to 

•00.2400 


. 7 /to 

00.2100 


7 /to 

oa2ioo 

• 

, 7/to 

00.1000 

7. *tomt 

88 

00.2000 


82/13 

00.5000 

8. 

92/to 

00.7800 


92/22/to/l 

00.3300 


[Tffl. K 3tR.-31015/26/2009-ato-II] 
TT. rft wft, 3W5C 
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New Delhi, the 12th August, 2009 

S. O. 2167,—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for transportation of crude oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh, a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
Notification are made available to the public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of 
the pipeline under the land to Shri S. K. Brahmbhatt, 
Competent Authority, Vad nar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 18, Shantinivas 
Society, Prabha Road, Godhra-3890051 (Gujarat). 


Tehsil 

: Limkheda 

SCHEDULE 

District: Dahod 

State: 

Gujarat 

SI. 

Name of 

Survey 

Area in Hectare 

No. 

Village 

No. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

I. 

Parpata 

44/8 

00.1458 

1 

Manli 

418 

00.0343 

3. 

Agara 

177/2 

00.0240 

4. 

Pratappura 

46/2 Paiki 

00.0540 



9 Paiki 2 

002355 



46/P/21 

00.3510 

5. 

Patwan 

7/3 

00.1520 



67 

00.3778 

6. 

Timba 

7/Paiki/ 3 

00.5000 



7/Paiki 14 

00.2100 



13/7 

00.2560 



7/Paiki 

00.0900 



</4/Paiki 

00.2850 



/•Paiki 

00.3200 



7 Vci'ia 

GO.3000 



7. PPa.:U 

00.3060 



7/Paiki 

00.4150 



7,4 

00.3600 


2 

3 

4 


7/6/Paiki 

00.3750 


7/Paiki 

00.6150 


7/20 Paiki 

00.4200 


7/Paiki 

002850 


7/Paiki 

002400 


7/Paiki 

002100 


7/Paiki 

002100 


7/Paiki 

00.1000 

Vislanga 

88 

002000 


8243 

00.5000 

Jadakheriya 

92/Paiki 

00.7800 


92/22/Paiki/l 

00.3300 


[ F. No. R-31015/26/2009-OR-1I ] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy, 
pf t, 12 3FTCT, 2009 
2168.-—=f>-5ft4| 7TWT #1 ^ 

TFTlcf #?fT f t# IpTTTcf TRq Tf cfpgfaR 7) ‘Sr^T 
3 #PT ^ ^TR?T 

"SKI ^n# ^rf#L* 

■3lk, ##4 

TF ^ S#cf TPTT f fa ## VjfR Tf, # 

R #5t?T t, 'W3 tettr ^ 

T5T tfFcTTW t, qftj 3T#1 f#qi -^ITT; 

3T#r) srfqfwr, 1962 (1962 

50) RIR3 (1) SKI TTTvT 4Tf 3rqPT 

HU Tf T^q'rn # srPrern: 4 st wti # 

3T# 31TCF1 rRT# f ; 

^ # oqf^T . # R #*RT 3 fecTO 

t, 373 rTlffta ^ ^ ^ *!RcT # TFTO 

ulrrzn TTT^rrnrr ‘^cTskt -^rTr ^ncft 

^ 3#^TR # 3T#f # W4 -4 \ TTtf. # WT 

TntV^TRt, #3? ^ W 

mm fTjrnprcm MRbg, 18, wfcir-tcHu Wtm£\ f w tz, 
#*371-389001 (TpfTTcT) #[ %fm ^9 3 331^9 #3 7F#TTT ] 
3T^cp# 


be# ci : l^foTT ; 4TS# 7F4 : TprfRT 


SF.TT. 

RR RIR 

7# #33 

r#7T< 4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

'51144-.! 

184/1 

00.2460 



238/1 

00.0900 



235/4 

00.0050 



[MFTII—3(ii)] 
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1 2 

3 

4 

2. ^3Tt 

98 to 

00.5245 

3. ^ 

143 

00.0951 

4. HU'UeTT 

151 

00.1000 

5. Ml <i) <216*1 

128/1 

00.1134 


41/1-2-3 

00.4373 

6 ^TeJcT 

116/1 

00.2070 


20/2 

00.1840 


20/1 

00.0250 


156 

00.4185 


157 

00.2300 


121/1 

00.0990 

7. ^RT 

48/tt 

00.0100 

& 

199 

00.1657 


210 

00.0300 

9. 4<41FT 

88/lA(t 

00.0400 

10. WtRT 

32 

00.0200 


10/2 

00.0651 


10/3 

00.0885 


10/6 

00.1110 


146/1 

00.2108 


119/1 

00.0800 


[m U 3TR. -31015/28/2009-3^37^-11 ] 


tt. mI'wihI, mi 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2009 

S. O. 2168.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest 
that for transportation of crude oil from Vadinar in the 
State of Gujarat to Bina in the state of Madhya Pradesh, a 
pipeline should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries 
Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
Notification are made available to the public, object in 


writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri S. K. Brahmbhatt, 
Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 18, Shantinivas 
Society, PrabhaRoad, Godhra-389001 (Gujarat). 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Dahod 

District: Dahod 

State: 

Gujarat 

S. Name of 

Survey 

Area in Hectare 

No. Village 

No. 


1 2 

3 

4 

1. Bavka 

184/1 

002460 


238/1 

00.0900 


235/4 

00.0050 

2. Bhutodi 

98 Paiki 

00.5245 

3. Gadoi 

143 

00.0951 

4. Nagrala 

151 

00.1000 

5. Motikharaj 

128/1 

00.1134 


41/1-2-3 

00.4373 

6. Jalat 

116/1 

002070 


20/2 

00.1840 


20/1 

00.0250 


156 

00.4185 


157 

002300 


121/1 

00.0990 

7. Chandwana 

48/Paiki 

00.0100 

8. Kathala 

199 

00.1657 


210 

00.0300 

9. Varbada 

88/1/B 

00.0400 

10. Khangela 

32 

00.0200 


10/2 

00.0651 


10/3 

00.0885 


10/6 

00.1110 


146/1 

002108 


119/1 

00.0800 


[ F. No. R-31015/28/2009-OR-II ] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 

12 SFRtt, 2009 

cFT.3TT. 2169.—^ 

auw TRTtcf im t fa 3 

^ ^ im i % to ^ 
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zvms afjgpV A i, to 


^r{ t. o#i ^ «rfV*>R ^»r 3 rN f^n 

APT;, 3?®F,'tofa TPC^K, 3^ 

( tf wfth sft af«m5R qFT 3f3fa ) 3tf*riWf, 1962 (1962 
*4Jf 50) VRt 3 TR-<fln (1) 'SRI TRxT Vffoto ^FT tor 

to $& tps #i ‘ftf toft -$ stftor tor to ^ 
to aEim?? m tom tot i; 

to to toff, on ^ sr^to r toff gfa 3 t^cTO 
1. 37 ? wm A frfto x% tore£ERT 3 fw *?rcto w 

^fl ufffffl v'' 33cf! m 3^?^ 4RT $ tot $, f^T 
3" toft *Jito to Vl$9i*fr$'H fr?to to ^ f^ ^03 4 toff 
^ 3Tf^{ ^ toff '% W4 3 & T^. ‘^5^3, WT 

tortoi, qiton; to -?rs arto qfttoni, w 

to?R. ftortoff itotsr, 18, toftoR toito, rrt to, 
nimi-3i* ( ^J0! (WIil) ^ fotto ^r -nf 3ffto to toffi i 


ffS'to 


ftot : W?1 : J ^m 

s r,M 

to ‘ffTR 



\■ 


3 

4 

i. 

to 

~l/52 

00.8695 

'> 

Tipfi 

1/78 

00.0960 

3. 

Wcfft 

233/^4 

00.0175 



233/ty$ . 

00.1407 

4. 

ton 

72/1 

00.1012 



324 

00.3300 

5. 

totr 

674 

00:1152 



‘ 996 

00.3642 



1070 

00.2910 

A 

AmA 

188/^ 2 

00.3300 



188 to 

00.1950 



ni/to i 

00.1200 ■ 



176 

00.2250 

7. 


269 to 

00.4500 



304 

00.2000 



269/to 

00.0500 



269/to 3 

00.0200 

8. 


16/2 

. 00.0200 

9. 

aicf-^Nii 

113/to 

00.0471 

10. 


377 

00.0696 

11. 


427/aft 

00.1500 



140/2 

00.G500 


(m U m-31015/29/2009-33^-11] 
tt torrm, srr *?fto 


New Delhi, the 12th August, 2009 

S.O. 2169.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for transportation of crude oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the state of Madhya Pradesh, a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
Notification are made available to the public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri S. K. 
Brahmbhatt, Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil 
Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
18, Shantinivas Society, Prabha Road, Godhra-389001 
(Gujarat). 


Tehsil 

: Godhra 

SCHEDULE 

District: Panchmahal State: 

Gujarat 

S. 

Name of 

Survey 

Area in Hectare 

No. 

Village 

No. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

Bhima 

1/52 

00.8695 


Gavachi 

1/78 

00.0960 

3. 

Ambali 

233/A/4 

00.0175 



233/A/5 

00.1407 

4. 

Bhamaiya 

72/1 

00.1012 



324 

003300 

5. 

Godhra 

674 

00.1b2 



996 

003642 



1070 

002910 

6. 

Govindi 

188/P/2 

003300 



188/P 

00.1950 



171/P/l 

00.1200 



176 

002250 

7. 

Jafrabad 

269/P 

00.4500 



304 

002000 



269/P 

00.0500 



269/P/3 

00.0200 

8. 

Gadh 

16/2 

00.0200 





[^mn—3(ii>] 


^RcT^nrsm : 3RR7T 15, 2009/383*1 24, 1931 


4631 


1 

2 

3 

4 

9. 

Kevadiya 

113/P 

00.0471 

10 . 

Orvada 

377 

00.06% 

11 . 

Saliya 

427/B 

140/2 

00.1500 

00.0500 


[F. No. R-31015/29/2009-OR-I1 ] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 

3ft^ft, 13 3PR<T, 2009 

W. 37T. 2170— W^K i ^IPd^H affc 
V!5TOT§H (gfa if ^ 37famT m 37*fa) 3TfafW7 
1962 (1962 m 50) (fa$ RT-^Tcf 37fafTR7 

W W&) WO 3 3»t ^T-3RT (1) ^ 37#T 

w<e r ^ afo yifte % H^rciq ^ 

3rffeR£3RT TOTT m.37T. 2705, 3Rt0 24 fW*3R, 2008, 
RRcT ^ TTTO cTRfe 27 faffWR, 2008 if H+lfrlfl 3»t ^ «ft, 
5KT ^77 37flR£mT 3 TTcT 7 ^ 3 fafafaz gfa 3 
TF^T if '«H'£tHR 3 "Wt TPR 3 #TT ^ 3T5^ 

'Sc’TKf ^ ^ «di)HK--#TT W^f 

trfrq^FTl ^ RRZTR 3 RRcT 37tRH fim^R^l fdPHi-s £RT 
fert ^ "smt^R ^ <rmFT ^ ate m 

37#7 ^ 37qi 3TT7RI 3>t 3»t «ft; 

affc TRm arP^^n 3»t mmT 3st ciRte 
1 fttHMt, 2008 3?t 3RT Tff «flf; 

3flT R«P7 THP^Kt i, ’333 37f#RRT 3?t 3RI 6 3?t 
Tq-WT (i) ^ 37*tfa, tk«kr 3st 3mt ttqt^ ; 

affc 7H3>K i ”333 Itq^ 37 f33R 3R# t£ 

3T31c[ afft 3? 77RT3R ^ 37 ^333 gf*7 if W^TT^T 

feli ^ t, '377$ 3 m4Im 3fr 3 tHrjr 33 3rN 

3R$ m fqPiPrqq f<*»qi 7?; 

3m: 373, R737R, ”333 37f#RRT 3$ 3R7 6 3$ 

^3-3R7 ( 1 ) 5 RT 333 ¥lfiW3f 33 33 l 3 3R$ 3F 3tW 
^R?ft f 1 ^ 375 ^ fRprfe *jf»7 ^ HI5MC1I51 P« 1 WI^ 
^ ^ 37f*m7R 37*fa f^RTT "^Tcn t; 

3?R <+ 1 ^ 1 ^ fK+K 37f¥W7 ^RT 6 ^^7-<7RT 
(4) SRT T^tT ?feqf 3P7W ^ R? f^YT t 
■ 3 ^ ^ ^ cFRTFT ^T 37f*m7R fR R^RT ^ ^ 

c 7 Rl 0 ^^RRR^R ^ PrflTT ^ ^STRT, RRt PqcnW 
^ -g^T, RRcT 37lRH ftWTfN PdfM^ PT%7T #TT I 


31^ 


asrild : «K4lcR fadT : 

: *IR TPR 


m ptr m mr 

■h4 *1«i< 


R 


t^Rif 

1 2 

3 

4 

l. 

670 it 

0.78 


829 

0.08 


830 

0.06 


1 2 3 




1282 

0.09 



1319/2 

0.02 



1319/3 

020 

2 

«Rsldg<l 

16 

0.02 



18 

0.08 



321 

0.10 

3. 

ztetw 

23 

0.17 

4. 

WI 

729/2 

026 

5. 

frmpTRi 

1193/1 

0.04 

6 . 

■g^TR 

569 

1.85 



910 

.023 



1286 

034 



2596/2 

021 

7. 


673 

0.03 



678 

020 

8 . 


45 

0.05 



56/3 

0.08 


[mR. 37R.-31015/13/2008-37^37R-II] 


I|>wml, 37^c Rpre 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2009 

S.O. 2170.—Whereas by a notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas number S.O. 2705 dated the 24th September, 
2008, issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to 
as the said Act), published in the Gazette of India dated the 
27th September, 2008, the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the land, specified 
in the Schedule appended to that notification for the 
purpose of laying pipeline for transportation of Crude Oil 
through Vadinar-Bina Crude Pipeline Project from Vadinar 
in the State of Gujrat to Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh 
by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette 
notification were made available to the public on the 
1st December, 2008; 

And whereas the Competent Authority has, under 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after 
considering the said report and.on being satisfied that the 
said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to 
acquire the right of user therein; 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
said land, specified in the Schedule, is hereby acquired for 
laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government directs that the right of user in the said land 
for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of the publication of this 
declaration, in Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, free from 
all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 


Teshil: Badnawar District: Dhar State : Madhya Pradesh 


s. 

No. 

Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Area in 
Hectare 

I 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

DOTRIYA 

670 P 

0.78 



829 

0.08 



830 

0.06 



1282 

0.09 



1319/2 

0.02 



1319/3 

020 

2 

BAKHATPURA 

16 

0.02 



18 

0.08 



321 

0.10 

3. 

TITIPADA 

23 

0.17 

4. 

SANDLA 

729/2 

026 

5. 

TILGARA 

1193/1 

0.04 

6. 

MULTHAN 

569 

1.85 



910 

023 



1286 

0.34 



2596/2 

021 

7. 

KHACCH1BARODA 

673 

0.03 



678 

020 

8. 

KARODA 

45 

0.05 



56/3 

0.08 


[ F. No. R-3I015/13/2008-OR-II j 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


13 OTRT, 2009 

^T.^TT. 2171.—RRFR 3 Rjf 

wta 4cu i % ^<in rt4rr r 


R Rpff cPfr ^ ROT? -qftcfgH RRc? 3ftRF? 
fafais OT Trqr RlftR; 

sfk, OTfa rrot 4t ww fepl 4 rotr 
^ faR Ttf wwq* TRfhr ifoi t % ijfq gft ^rr 
R RT%? t, fsmti -J3RT 

trot t, 4 3rteR rtt 3T^br fen rpt ; 

3Rt, W+R, 

(^ ^ wfbl 4 3TteR CRT R#T) 3ffafwr, 1962 (1962 
50) RRT 3 Rft Sl-'m (DOT TOTRRfrf 
W 1R, 'SR sjjR ^ 'ROTl 4 3Tf»TOT R7T R#? OTH 4 
RIOT 4t OTcft t; 


^ ^44?, 4 sm R ■arf^Tcf ijfa R t, 

FTRba 4 14 r 4 fR STft^pn 4 ^ckT RRct 4 ^ -aft 

TlfOT RTRTRT 4t RR! 4 RTTcfl 1“*, 1^44 f4? 4 
’TttR ^ 4 44 R?OT1T?R f*mi 


3TfyRTR 4 3p4? 4 4 4 RR. 4. WfTRR^, R8pq 

TJlfROTf, OTfaR 44fT OT 3TRRT RTOTASR qft4*H l, RTRT 
4RR-38900I (ROTcT) 4t tVlfisJd OT 4 RT^q 4 r r4rT 1 


r\ 



:ROTTt 

foeTT : RS'OT 

TFJR : fpm 

sfT.R 

RTR ^ iih 



1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 


134/1 

00.0568 



105/63R 

00.0822 



105/634 

00.0267 

2 


173 

00.0175 


[RTF. R 3TR.-31015/22/2009-RtRR-]l ] 


R. TtWIHl, mi RfOT 
New Delhi, the 13th August, 2009 

S. O. 2171.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for transportation of Crude oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the state of Madhya Pradesh, a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said 
pipeline L proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
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Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
Notification are made available to the public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of 
me pipeline under the land to Shri S. K. Brahmbhatt, 
Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 18, Shantinivas 
Society, Prabha Road, Godhra-389001 (Gujarat). 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Savli District: 

: Vadodara 

State; Gujarat 

SI. Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Area in 

No. 


Hectare 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. Varsada 

134/1 

00.0568 


105/63A 

00.0822 


105/63B 

00.0267 

2. Jainbugoral 

173 

00.0175 


[F. No. R-31015/22/20Q9-OR-II1 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


13 3FR<T, 2009 

cfrr.STT. 2172.— dHfed R 
TcftcT FlcH t kfi 'TpRRT TRI ^ e||4)HR 

33PW ^ <c FRrT aftRH 

twrcfa fdfrrfe m ^ feT i 

kk, ^ k^ft wi?fi krsrft ^ 

^ ^ arrcrm kkn t fkr x&ft ^ k’, *ft ^ 

wsns: k ^rf% i, ftrak ^ twR *rrft 

3TRTI^ t, wikr ^ ^FT 3f3fa fsfRlT 

3Td:, 3W, FRSRK, 3fk WfrR V!$Mdl!H 

(^kwftfr^STf^R^l 3T^=T) 3lfkfW?, 1962 (1962 
50) ^TRI 3 ^ft^-SIRT ( 1) ^HI TT^rT Tlfafpft' 5J1 WT 
m, ^ kf wfm ^ °RT <ft 

SRlft 3TT?FT ‘Sfft «flq«il qRcft t; 

'safcn, # 3'^ k <#m ^ k f^5 f, 

<tkte k k *TRcT ^ TFsm 

Tiknqr iw ^ ^ •snftt f, far ^ 

kl<R ^ kk wwf ^ wfPr k 

k srsfa k #1 k aft trt. k. ■rsf? 

^TSkfR #dT sFS 3TR^T ^<tdT^T qftqRdl, W 
ktriR Pdfa^, 14, 14-TT. Wfa, Wdl^FR, 


Sf^WK-380051, (TJ^RTcT) kt fdfed k 3TT^7 ^1 

^rr 1 





d^kld : ^RTcR 

fjfdl : fel-si 

TF^T ; TJ3RRT 

SOT. 

’i«i< 


1 2 

3 

4 

1. ^HUlHdl 

457 

00.1328 


483/2 

00.0315 

2 aifidldl 

82/*ft 

00.0444 

3. 

82 

00.0400 

4. tt3 

567 

00.0427 

5. 

12 

00.0740 


322 

00.0481 


354 

00.1456 


335 

00.0175 


361 

00.0369 

6. HPd4lcH 

59 

00.0208 


[m k. 3TR. -31015/27/2009-3TI3TR- II ] 
R. Tft^Fft, mu 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2009 

S. O. 2172.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for transportation of Crude oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh, a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
Notification are made available to the public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of 
the pipeline under the land to Shri S. K. Brahmbhatt, 
Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 14 & I4-A, 
Krishna Bungalow, Near Prahladnagar, B/h. V.S.N.L., Bldg., 
Ahmedabad-3 80051 (Gujarat). 
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SCHEDULE 


Tehsil 

: Matar District: 

: Kheda 

State: Gujarat 

SI. 

Name of Village 

■ Survey No. 

Area in 

No. 



Hectare 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 . 

Asamali 

457 

00.1328 



483/2 

00.0315 

2 

Aslali 

82/B 

00.0444 

3. 

Tranja 

82 

00.0400 

4. 

Heranj 

567 

00.0427 

5. 

Khandhli 

12 

00.0740 



322 

00.0481 



354 

00.1456 



335 

00.0175 



361 

00.0369 

6. 

Maliyataj 

59 

00.0208 


[F. No. R-31015/27/2009-OR-I1] 
A. GOSWAM1, Under Secy. 


13 3PTC4,2009 

44.3TT. 2173.—4^14 *K4>K 4ft dl+fed ^ 4F 
3*147447 'STcftcT FRTT t f47 J^KId 4^4 3 ^ R^y<71 

7F?4 3 4fat 447 4|5 34441 ^ 4K4 3faT4 

RM? i nfo "SRI 447 ^ 4lf^; 

affr, 4-sflij W47R 4ft ttiat 4> 44t44 

^ 14R 4F 3447447 TTcflcT FfcTT t f47 %lt ’jfa ^ 
3RTO 3Pf*£4t 3 4t%T t, f^RT^f ”344 W 

4tt -strur i, wim ^ 3ifwT 4 tt 3Rjfa fqTRi ^nt*; 

314:, 3T4, ^£#4 TR47R, 3^44 3lfc 13RR Ml^dlfl 
(*jfq if ^-q^rlTj ^ SlfqqTR 47T 3pjfa) STfafWl, 1962 (1962 
47T50) 4ft ^TRT 3 4^734-414 (1) 'STTT Wf vifawl 47T Ml 7 ! 
4R4 3R ^pT ^f TRRRl ^ 3TRRTR 47T 3T^PT 471^ 47 
3R4 3TT7T4 4ft 4tW 4R4t 1?; 

4^ ^rf^T, 4ft “344 31^41 ^f 4f% *$4 3 fecT4^ t, 
3RT 4lftl4 ^ Uw*\ W 3TRRJ44T 3 *344 4TT4 ^ WT4 4ft 
•gf44T TTT^TR 4R414ft 3Md«*l 474 4t 4T4t f, ^447t4 f44 4i 
RtcTC *[fq ^ 4t4 M^Mdl^ f4^ 4fl^ ^ "344 <sh4R 4> 

3lf447R ^ 31^4 ^ TT44 3 $ft R4. TSf4 4Tf4 

4TRt,4TSt4R 4t4T 475 34441 Hls?4dT?4 mR4Uu, 4R4 3ft4H 
1t47T|4ft4r fafate, 14, 14-X- WcfT^RR, 

3^441414-380051, (^tld) 4ft Rnfiaa ^4 4 34^4 ^ 
44741 I 





dStflct J 3 h1<3 

retell : 3TFT4 

TF?4 :*J5R!cT 

sF.R. 44 4T4 

RsfTO 


1 2 

3 

4 

i. wfm 

866 

00.0248 


866 ^4fV 

00.0473 

2 *44*41 

876 

000434 


1134/2 

00.1049 


803/3 

00.1563 

3. 34*3 

179/3 

00.0134 


180/2 

00..0100 


475 ^4ft 

00.1134 


601/1 

00.2214 


602/1 

00.0274 


841 

00.0008 


838 

00.1172 


836 

00.0232 


921 

00.3304 


154 

00.0055 


465 

00.0300 

4. d«wV! 

257/3 

00.0152 


267/3 

00.0539 


269 

00.0303 


238/5+6 

00.0440 


238/3+4 

00.0388 


[44. R. 3TR.-31015/23/2009-3lt3TR-ll] 
4. TfrfflTjft, 3RR Rf44 


New Delhi, the 13th August, 2009 

S. O. 2173.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for transportation of crude oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh, a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 


[RRII—T3<ns3(ii)] 


15, 2009/«I^T 24, 1931 
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on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
Notification are made available to the public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of 
the pipeline under the land to Shri S. K. Brahmbhatt, 
Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 14 & 14-A, 
Krishna Bungalow, Near Prahladnagar, B/h. V.S.N.L., Bldg., 
Ahmedabad-380051 (Gujarat). 

SCHEDULE 

Tehsil: Umreth District: Anand State: Gujarat 

S. Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Area in 

No. 


Hectare 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. Pansora 

866 P 

00.0248 


866 P 

00.0473 

2 Tharnna 

876 

00-0434 


1134/2 

00.1049 


803/3 

00.1563 

3. Umreth 

179/3 

00-0134 


180/2 

00.0100 


475 P 

00.1134 


601/1 

002214 


602/1 

00.0274 


841 

00.0008 


838 

00.1172 


836 

00.0232 


921 

00.3304 


154 

00.0055 


465 

00.0300 

4. Vansol 

257/3 

00-0152 


267/3 

00-0539 


269 

00-0303 


238/5+6 

000440 


238/3+4 

000388 


[F. No. R-31015/23/2009-OR-II] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


^ftcrft, 13 3 FRcT, 2009 

W.3H. 2174 .—Wsm ^ 

31|c|V^ WtcT ^?IT t fit? ^pTClcT TRR 3 ^F^TR 3 
TF^T 3 «tfaT sf£5 aTPTc'T ^ MfOISH W 3TRH 
j<y>i§'i0'4 IciFh^.'S ski fassisf ^lil ^ifsx? 

3ifo, <*-*1^1 ■H< c hK t^ffr ^ TPTrSFT 

^ f^TT ^ 3RTtH ^tiTT t ^ 3, # W# 

dMI«f«S d^^xfl "ft' c|F>ld ^, (^I’HA 

«FT TR?Tm i, dH^Vl ^ 3Tf*RFR ^FT f^TI ^fTR; 

3IcT:, 31W, *K*K, fts’lfcmH 3^^R 

(sjfo'ft' 4 h 4H ^ 3TfTOT^T 3T^1) 3TfEriwi ( 1962 (1962 
^FT 50) Rft RKT 3 Rft^URKl (l)^RTWl J/lRkmT^ltol 


^ m, *jfa 4 4H4l J l ^ 3TteR ^T 3T#T ^ 
3TT^ 3TT7R 3FR<ft %", 

-ztii 31^41 4 ’jfa 4f t, 

^ fato ^ srftrcj^n ^ ■g^r w ^ wm 

3rfcP4T RTWT ^RcfT Rfl Sm&i ^TT 4l ^Icft t, f^T ^ 
*ft<R ^ -fNl hi^hcij$h Rksi^ ^nft «ft fan <j^A nshmVi ^ 
3lteR ^ 3F5H <£ W4 3 # THR ^p^2, W 

mterft, w€\m ?rg 3fcr tor^i Rfctor, w 

3TtRH fl R?r ^ 3l fofc>g , 14,14-R. t u, il * r ^/W<rtRH*R f 
31gM<N I 4 -380051, C^jRRT) Rft fdfed ^ 3 3Trefa ^ 
tolT i 


cTFRta : WWT t^TcTT : ^WTC TRT : TpTO3 



7 rm m*? 



1 

2 

3 

f ’ " 

4 

1. 


74/1 

00.0871 

2 


40 "fcfft 

00.0653 



40 

00.0732 

3. 

4kfao («TH) 

359 

00.3400 



35/1 

00.4950 



343/2 to 

00.0001 


[m U 3TR-31015/24/2009-3ftaciR-II] 


New Delhi, the 13th August, 2009 

S. O. 2174.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for transportation of crude oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the state of Madhya Pradesh, a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
Notification are made available to the public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of 
the pipeline under the land to Shri S. K. Brahmbhatt, 
Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 14 & 14-A, 
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Krishna Bungalow, Near Prahladnagar, B/h. V.S.N.L., Bldg., 
Ahmedabad-380051 (Gujarat). 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Sayla District: 

Surendranagar 

State: Gujarat 

S. Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Area in 

No. 


Hectare 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. Chitralank 

74/1 

00.0871 

2. Ishwariya 

40 P/1 

00-0653 


40 P 

00.0732 

3. Chorvira (Than) 

359 

003400 


35/1 

00-4950 


343/2 P 

00.0001 


[F. No. R-31015/24/2009-0R-II] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


13 3TOT,2009 

^T.3TT. 2175.—R *TF 
kfrn f fa Tpm TF3 A' ^ 

^ 3 #n CRT ^ 3TPRT ^ RTRT 3faH 

friFTf'Rfal faffas ]?rci TJ^T Mi^scni^'i «THl -qilgy,; 

slk, 7R«FK ^ x nRcii^’t fassi'-l ^ jfaspf 

^ to ^ TRrtcf Ffa # fa to ’jfa fato 
kf prf% t, fato ^ tora i SH fasns to 
irarra t, ciM<Hki ^ aifro ^tt sto ftor 

3R:, to^fa? n i ^<ri i 3d 

( k tokT ^ srftoR 3Rft) 3tfrifw?,/l962 (1962 
50) ^RT3 ^Bq-riKT (l) SKTST^toto ^TltoT 
to ^377 k toft ^ 3lfw 3T5fa to ^ 
3to 3TT7FT ^fl "to 0 !! «6<dl ip; 

to toffi, fa B3<T 31 k fa% Tfk k t, 
B7? cnto^ffafa^T 3lfa*[ttHI "k RTT?T fa TTO fat 

TPTR^T ^HTTT fa ^RT fatot f, tofa ffa fa 

facR Tk*^ ^ 4i^Mel!57 fafa to fa fat* BTfa Bqfal fa 
fato* fa 3ffat fa fafat k fa TR?. fa TT^tri TITfV 

♦k), ^IsllK fail 371? fafarT toto, RR?T sfaR 

ffal5to%fto, 23-24.‘qtofato/'3^wft3TTto” 
HMfa^l to, 7N4.V-360 001 (T 3 ^) ^ faffaf 3 


tot to ton t 



isfaci * ^pTf-rnr 

tfaffl : 

7F4 : 

37.<t to vT TR 

to tor 

towt totor fa 

i V. 

3 

4 

i. ^TTW 

71 

00.0210 


1 2 

3 

4 

2. 

15 

00.0383 


17 

00.2280 


37/2 

00.2592 

3. tofa 

5 M 

00.0500 


5 M 

00.3812 


12 M 

00.7331 

4. ^FR^iRl 

294 

00.1673 


66 

00.1420 

5. fakfaST 

180 

00.0490 


165 

00.3965 


232 

00.3000 


233 

00.1800 


174 

00.1500 


174 

00.1620 

6. fat 

108 

00.0906 


84/2 

00.0502 


83 fart 

00.0710 

7. fafatofa? 

400 ^7l 

00.0124 


285 

00.2125 


199 

00.0260 


151 to 

0010287 


151 to 

00.0425 


152 

00.1290 

8. totararsr 

130 

’ 00.1150 


143 

00.0300 


142/1 to 

00.1150 


142/1 tot 

00.2650 


146 to 

00.1101 


146 to 

00.1590 


163/1 tot 

00.2360 


193 tot 

00.0200 


293 tot 

000400 


401 to 

00.3810 


164/2 tot 

00.1907 


142/3 tot 

00.0700 

9. kteT 

453 to 

002430 


454 

00.3700 


456 

00.1485 


474 

00.0945 


15/2 

00.0419 


86 tot 

00.0199 


86 tot 

000911 


[qirn-Tsre 3(ii)] 
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3m 15, 2009/*m 24, 1931 


1 2 

3 

4 

io. ■Rterarcr 

316$& 

00.2000 


390^2 

00.1000 


389 

00.1196 


431 ^ 

00.0930 


426 

00.4559 

11 . flUsllun '4HWW 

232 -fart 

00.0860 


233 

00.4183 


[^T. U 31K.-3 1015/25/2009-3ft$rrc-II ] 


New Delhi, the 13th August, 2009 

S. O. 2175. —Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for transportation of crude oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the state of Madhya Pradesh, a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
Notification are made available to the public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of 
the pipeline under the land to Shri S. K. Brahmbhatt, 
Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
23-24, Wing-B, 1st Floor, Pramukh Swami Arcade, 
Malaviya Chowk, Rajkot-360 001 (Gujarat). 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Jamnagar District: Jamnagar State: Gujarat 


S. Name of Village 
No. 

Survey No. 

Area in 
Hectare 

I 2 

3 

4 

1- Gagwa 

71 

000210 

2 Vasai 

15 

000383 


17 

00-2280 


37/2 

00-2592 


1 2 

3 

4 

3. Naghedi 

5Paiki 

000500 


5PaiId 

00-3812 


12 Paiki 

00-7331 

4. Kansumra 

294 

00-1673 


66 

00-1420 

5. Morkanda 

180 

000490 


165 

00-3965 


232 

00-3000 


233 

00-1800 


174 

00-1500 


174 

00-1620 

6 . Theba 

108 Paiki 

000906 


84/2Paiki 

000502 


83 Paiki 

000710 

7. Mota Thavaria 

400 Paiki 

000124 


285 

00-2125 


199 

000260 


151 Paiki 

000287 


151 Paiki 

000425 


152 

00-1290 

$. Aliyabada 

130 

00-1150 


143 

000300 


142/1 Paiki 

00-1150 


142/1 Paiki 

00-2650 


146 Paiki 

00-1101 


146 Paiki 

00-1590 


163/1 Paiki 

00-2360 


193 Paiki 

000200 


293 Paiki 

000400 


401 Paiki 

003810 


164/2 Paiki 

001907 


142/3 Paiki 

000700 

9. Moda 

453 Paiki 

002430 


454 

003700 


456 

001485 


474 

000945 


15/2 

000419 


86 Paiki 

000199 


86 Paiki 

000911 

10. Lakhani 

316 Paiki 

002000 

Motawas 

390 Paiki 2 

001000 


389 

001196 


431 Paiki 

000930 


426 

004559 

11. Lakhani 

232 Paiki 

000860 

Nanawas 

233 

004183 


[F. No. R-31015/25/20090R-iI] 
A. GOSWAMl Under Secy 


463 8 


1'H£ GAZETTE OF INDIA:AUGUST 15, 2009/SRAVANA24, 1931 [Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


WSI A ft^FITT WtR 
20 2009 

«BT.3IT. 2176, fqqTd 3#ltWL 1947 

(1947 =KT 14} W HR! 17 ^ 3F[S?pn 7H^77 

^ 'SfspRra ^ TC Piqi'Wf 
afo ircb ^ ^Nf sijsfa ■cf Pff^s siteilFR} fq«rr< 
FETTU 3hflf»Rf» ^ W 

WH 246-2004 ! ‘^t TRffclcT ^Rcft $, '*R«STC «Ft 

20-7-2009 T'Fi |3H *fll 

134. t|j?f-42025/10/2009-3*1 3TR (^F£)] 

fm, tFF Stfwft 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 
New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 
S.O. 2176.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government uereby publishes the award (Ref. 
No. LCID 246/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribuna!-curn-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Hindustan Machine Tools 
Limited and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Cove-miner.* on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-42025/10/2009-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TR|BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Presen t ; Shn Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 16th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dilute EC No. 246/2004 
BETWEEN 


AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon'ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P.No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination in 20-9-99. He 
submitted that he joined the Respondent department as 
electrician in November, 1994. He prayed this court to set 
aside the oral termination and direct the Respondents to 
take him back into service with all consequential benefits. 

3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that there is no employer employee relationship 
between the Petitioner and the Respondents. The Petitioner 
was engaged depending upon the exigency work. That no 
recruitment took place since about 1983. Hence, the petition 
is liable to be rejected. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. On 16-2-2009 Petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. In absence of Petitioner or 
his witness the evidence is closed. Since, there is no evidence 
from side of the Petitioner Respondent’s evidence is also 
closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P.Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 16th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the : Witnesses examined for the 
Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 


Sri S. Siva Sankaram, 

S/o Venkata Rao, 

H. N. SRT-763, Sanathnagar, 

Hyderabad ...Petitioner 

And 

1 The General Manager, 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Balanagar, Hyderabad. 

2. i he Joint General Manager. 

(Personnel-in-charge), 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Balanagar, Hyderabad ...Respondents 

appearances 

For the Petitioner M/s. V.S.Subramanayam & 

R. S. S. Reddy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. P. Nageswar Sree, 

K. Raghuram Reddy, 

Ch. Venkata Raju & T. Vijaya 
Rao, Advocates 


NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M fWt, 20 i 2009 

g»T.3TT. 2177.-3tkltta 3#lfW7, 1947 

(1947 14) WJ 17 ^ ^ 

^ ^ TTO pRiU4if "3Ff£ 4>4<FR1 

3#IWI, F. 1, M ^ W (TF^ TRsqr 
21/2009) 20-7-2009 

W<\ ^3TT «IT I 

[Tf. T^-14012/20/2008-3Hf.3lR(^)] 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 
S.O. 2177.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


imn —EPS 3(ii)] 


: 3PTSI 15, 2009/«rn 24,1931 


Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 21/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. I, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Air Force Station and their workman, which 
was received by die Central Government on 20-07-2009. 

[No. 1^14012/20/2008-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R. K. Y ADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL - 

CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. I, NEW DELHI 

KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 21/2009 

Rajesh Kumar S/oLate Shri Piare Lai 
C/o General Mazdoor Lai Jhanda Union, 

3, VP House, Rafi Marg, 

New Delhi ...Workman 

Versus 

The Commanding Officer, 

25 Wing, 

Air Force Station, 

Rajokari, 

Etelhi. ... Management 

AWARD 

Rajesh Kumar was engaged as a Carpenter, on daily 
wage basis by Commanding Officer, 25-B, Air Force Station, 
Rajokari, Delhi. His services were utilized, as and when 
there was work for him. When work came to an end, he was 
not engaged by the Commanding Officer Air Force Station, 
Rajokari, Delhi after 1st of October, 2007. Rajesh Kumar felt 
aggrieved by the said action and raised an industrial 
dispute before die Conciliation Officer. Since conciliation 
proceedings failed die appropriate government referred a 
dispute to this Tribunal vide letter No. L-14012/20/2008-IR 
(DU) dated 2-3-2009 with the following terms; 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Commanding Officer, 25 Wing, Air Force Station, Rajokari 
Delhi in terminating the services of their workman 
Shri Rajesh Kumar S/o Late Shri P. Lai w.e.f. 1-10-2007 is 
legal and justified. If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to.” 

2. The appropriate government directed die workman 
to file his claim statement within a period of 15 days from 
the date of reference, i.e. 2nd of March, 2009. Despite die 
directions the workman opted not to file any claim statement. 

3. A notice was sent Jo die workman by registered 
post on 9-6-09, calling upon him to file his claim statement 
before this Tribunal. Neither postal article was received back 
nor anyone appeared on behalf of the workman. Every 
presumption lies in favour of the fact that Rajesh Kumar was 
served with the notice. Despite service of the notice Rajesh 
Kumar opted not to file any claim statement in the matter. 
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4. Management submitted its written statement to 
the terms of reference. It was claimed that Indian Air Force 
is neither an Industry nor Rajesh Kumar was an Industrial 
Employee. It was agitated that there was no industrial 
dispute., which could be referred by the appropriate 
government for adjudication. A claim was made dud service 
of Shri Rajesh Kumar were availed on day to day basis as 
per availability of the work. When work cam to an end, he 
was not called to render services. There was no obligation 
on Commanding Officer, Air Force Station, Rajokari Delhi 
to regularize Rajesh Kumar in the services, bye passing 
Central Government Recruitment Rules. Claim of Rajesh 
Kumar was devoid of merits and there is no substance in it. 

5. As projected Rajesh Kumar was engaged on day 
to day basis by Commanding Officer, Air Force Station, 
Rajokari Delhi, as per availability of work. He worked as 
Carpenter on casual basis. When work came to an end, 
Rajesh Kumar was not called by the Commanding Officer 
to render his services. Question for consideration comes 
as to whether Commanding Officer, 25 Air Force Station, 
Rajokari Delhi can be called an “Industry.” To answer that 
proposition the court has to see as to whether activities of 
Air Force Station, Rajokari Delhi satisfies die triple test of 
systematic activity, co-operation between employer and 
employee and production of goods and services , as laid 
down by the Apex Court in Bangalore Water Supply case 
(AIR 1978 SC 540). Air Force Station Rajokari does not 
produce goods and render services to the public at large. It 
does not carry out any systematic activity for the purpose 
of production of goods or services. Under these situations 
it would be wrong to say that the activities carried out at 
Air Force Station , Rajokari, Delhi answers the test of 
“Industry” as contemplated within the meaning of clause 
(j) of Section 2 of die Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (in shot 
the Act). 

6 . To term the dispute between Rajesh Kumar and 
the Commanding Officer Air Force, Station Rajokari, New 
Delhi as an industrial dispute, it is incumbent upon die 
workman to show that functions performed by the 
Commanding Officer were not soverign functions and he 
was carrying out any business, trade or undertaking, or 
was rendering service to the public. Admittedly 
Commanding Officer, AirForece Station, Rajokari, Delhi 
was carrying out soverign function of the Government and 
cannot be called an ‘Industry’. Law to this effect was laid 
in Mohan (19941LR169). When Air Force Station was not 
an industry, it cannot be said, that dispute between Rajesh 
Kumar and Commanding Officer, Air Force Station, Rajokari 
New Delhi was an industrial dispute. 

7. Soverign functions performed by Commanding 
Officer, Air Force Station, Rajokri, Delhi were perceived by 
the appropriate Government as ‘Industry’ within die 
meaning of clause 0) of Section 2 of the Act, which fact 
makes it clear that the reference was made without 
application of mind. There was no industrial dispute between 
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Shri Rajesh Kumar and the Commanding Officer, Air Force 
Station, Rajokari, Delhi, which can be referred to this Tribunal 
Adjudicating clause (d) of sub-section (I) of Section 10 of 
the Act Consequently it is concluded that there was no 
industrial dispute between the parties and as such no 
adjudication is called for from this Tribunal, to decide as to 
whether the action of the Commanding Officer in terminating 
the services of Rajesh Kumar w.e.f. 1-10-07 was legal and 
justified. In view of these findings no relief is to be according 
to the workman. Reference is answered accordingly. It be 
sent to the appropriate Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
^ 20 t, 2009 

■«T.3TT. 2178.- 3^ 1 * arfqfWT, 1947 (1947 
<3F! 14) ^ *IKI 17 «T> SFJTR 0 ! TR^FR RRcf tNiR 

fWT ^ WKT3 ^ TTO 4>44 >kT 

^ i*Nr, 3T^'«r 3 ftffe aftalPw 3 ttrfr 
afaftta 3rftRF7*T, ^ w (wf WIT 29/2008) 
Ncfilfvid t, ^ TM ^ 20-7-2009 ^ 3TTRT 
^an cm 

[77. RcT-40025/20/2009-37^^R(^) ] 

Ws, 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 
S.O. 2178.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
LCID 29/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-40025/20/2009-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 16th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C.No. 29/2008 
BETWEEN 

Sri Chelikani Srinivasa Rao 
S/o Late Satyam, 

R/o Aswapuram-507116, 

Khammam District. ... Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Managing Director, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 

Sanchar Bhawan, 20, 

Ashoka Raod, New Delhi-1 


Z The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom., BSNL, A.P. Circle, 

Door Sanchar Bhawan, 

Nampalli, Hyderabad-1. 

3. The General Manager 
Telecom District, BSNL, 

Khammam-507050. 

4. The Sub-Divisional Officer, 

Telecom. BSNL, 

Kothagudem. ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Nil 

For the Respondent : Nil 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition to declare the contract 
of labour supply as fictitious, camouflage, subterfuge, etc., 
and also declare that the applicant to be employee of the 
principal employer (BSNL) and to direct the Respondents 
for conferment of temporary status and regularization to 
the applicant w.e.f. 1-8-1998 with monetary benefits and 
with continuity of service and other service benefits. 

3. On 3-2-2009 both parties called absent. Since 
Petitioner is absent and no adjournment application has 
been moved, as such the case is dismissed in absence of 
parties. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 3rd day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 
for the Petitioner Respondent 

Nil Nil 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Nil 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
Nil 

M 20 2009 

7FT.37T. 2179.-3^1+ SlfafWT, 1947 ( 1947 

14) RTCI 17 ^ 37^WT TTRFR 

<^ 4^10 ^ 37^*7 " 4 * "4 

W7R 3fl^Pl=h (tM 


4 * I • " 





Orni-7srer 3(ii)] 


: 3 rm?T 15,2009/911^124,1931 


4641 


249/2004) ^ y^Tfvra t, ^ ^ 

20-7-2009 ^ Wgan «TTI 

[U TTef-42025/7/2009-^.3?R ) ] 

frig, -Sat**) 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S.O. 2179.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
LCID 249/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribuna 1-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Hindustan Machine Tools 
Limited and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-42025/7/2009-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
1NDUSTRIALTRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 16th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C.No. 249/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri D.V. Srinivasa Rao, 

S/o D. Sambasivarao, 

H. No. 5-7-61, Sanathnagar, 

Kukatpally, Hyderabad. Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Balanagar, Hyderabad. 

2 The Joint General Manager, 

(Personnel-in-charge), 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Balanagar, Hyderabad Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. V.S. Subramanayam and 
R.S.S. Reddy, Advocates. 

For the Respondent ; M/s. P. Nageswar Sree, K. 

Raghuram Reddy, Ch. Venkata 
Raju and T. Vijaya Rao, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 

1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W. P. No. 83 95 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination on 20-7-2000. He 
submitted that he joined the Respondent department as 


fitter on 1 -2-1995. He prayed this court to set aside the oral 
termination and direct the Respondents to take him back 
into service with all consequential benefits. 

3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that there is no employer employee-relationship 
between the Petitioner and the Respondents. The Petitioner 
was engaged depending upon the exigency work. That no 
recruitment took place since about 1983. Hence, die petition 
is liable to be rejected. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. On 16-2-2009 Petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. In absence of Petitioner or 
his witness the evidence is closed. Since there is no evidence 
from side of Petitioner Respondent’s evidence is also closed. 
Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed’by her, corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 16th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 
for the Petitioner Respondent 

Na Nil 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Nil 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
Nil 

^ fscnl, 20 2009 

2i80.-3fraife ftwK sifafam, 1947 (1947 
14) eft vttt 17 ^ \ mm 

4>4=hk 7 ^ ajgsfa 4* 

248/2004) ^ i, ^ 

20-7-2009 «TT1 

[Rt W-42025/8/2009-3n^3IR (^)] 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

SX). 2180.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
LCID 248/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Hindustan Machine Tools 
Limited and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-42025/8/2009-I R(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 16th day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L.C.No. 248/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri K. Ramakrishna, 

S/o Veeraiah, 

R/o 3-26/2, Gokulnagar, 

Gollabasti, Patancheruvu, 

Medak District. ... Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Baianagar, Hyderabad. 

1 The Joint General Manager, 

(Personnel-in-change), 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Baianagar, Hyderabad ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. V.S. Subramanayam and 
R.S.S. Reddy, Advocates. 

For the Respondent : M/s. P. Nageswar Sree, 
K. Raghuram Reddy, 
Ch. Venkata Raju and T. Vijaya 
Rao, Advocates. 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-199Sbetween Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination in January, 1996. He 
submitted that he joined the Respondent department as 
helper in the year, 1980. He prayed this court to set aside 
the oral termination and direct the Respondents to take 
him back into service with all consequential benefits. 

3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that there is no employer employee relationship 
between the Petitioner and the Respondents. The Petitioner 
was engaged depending upon the exigency work. That no 
recruitment took place since about 1983. Hence, the petition 
is liable to be rejected. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. On 16-2-2009 Petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. In absence of Petitioner 
or his witness the evidence is closed. Since there is no 
evidence from side of Petitioner Respondent’s evidence is 
also closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of 
evidence. 


Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her, corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 16th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 

for the Petitioner Respondent 

Nil Nil 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Nil 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
Nil 

M teft, 20 i, 2009 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 
S.O. 2181.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 
No. LCID 247/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Hindustan Machine Tools 
Limited and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-42025/9/2009TR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COUFN 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 16th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C.No. 247/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri P. Satyanarayana, 

S/o P. Kondayya, 

R/o 5-740, Bhavaninagar, 

Old Alwal, Hyderabad. ... Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Baianagar, Hyderabad. 
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2. The Joint General Manager, 

(Personnel- in-charge), 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Balanagar, Hyderabad ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES 


For the Petitioner 

: M/s. V.S. Subramanayam and 
R.S.S. Reddy, Advocates. 

For the Respondent 

: M/s. P. Nageswar Sree. K. 
Raghuram Reddy, Ch. Venkata 
Raju and T. Vijaya Rao, 
Advocates. 


AWARD 


This is a case taken under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination in 20-2-1997. He 
submitted that he joined the Respondent department as 
electrician on 19-11 -1991. He prayed this court to set aside 
the oral termination and direct the Respondents to take 
him back into service with all consequential benefits. 

3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that there is no employer employee relationship 
between the Petitioner and the Respondents. The Petitioner 
was engaged depending upon the exigency work. That no 
recruitment took place since about 1983. Hence, the petition 
is liable to be rejected. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. On 16-2-2009 Petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. In absence of Petitioner 
or his witness the evidence is closed. Since there is no 
evidence from side of Petitioner Respondent’s evidence is 
also closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of 
evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assitant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 16th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 
for the Petitioner Respondent 

Nil Nil 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Nil 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Nil 

^ 20 2009 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 
S.O. 2182.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
LCID 250/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Hindustan Machine Tools 
Limited and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-42025/6/2009-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 16th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C.No. 250/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri P.V. Satyanarayana, 

S/o Satyanarayana, 

R/o LIG-88, Dharmareddy Colony, 

Phase-I, Kukatpally, Hyderabad. ... Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Balanagar, Hyderabad. 

2. The Joint General Manager, 

(Personnel-in-charge), 

Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

Balanagar, Hyderabad ....Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 


For the Petitioner 

: M/s. V.S. Subramanayam and 
R.S.S. Reddy, Advocates. 

For the Respondent 

: M/s. P. Nageswar Sree, K. 
Raghuram Reddy, Ch. Venkata 
Raju and T. Vijaya Rao, 
Advocates. 


AWARD 


This is a case taken under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 


2811 GI/09—4 
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3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s, Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination on 20-9-1999. He 
submitted that he joined the Respondent department as 
fitter on 1 -3-1993. He prayed this court to set aside the oral 
termination and direct the Respondents to take him back 
into service with all consequential benefits. 

3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that there is no employer employee relationship 
between the Petitioner and the Respondents. The Petitioner 
was engaged depending upon the exigency work. That no 
recruitment took place since about 1983. Hence, the petition 
is liable to be rejected. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. On 16-2-2009 Petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. In absence of Petitioner 
or his witness file evidence is closed. Since there is no 
evidence from side of Petitioner, Respondent’s'evidence 
is also closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of 
evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her, corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 16th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 
for the Petitioner Respondent 

Nil Nil 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Nil 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
Nil 

^ 20 2009 

1947 (1947 

tt 14) Tt mn wnz&t 

q xf strsitfw aftdtfw 

^ 256/2004) 

^ f, 20-7-2009 Tt yTRT 
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S.O. 2183,—In pursuance; of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Deputes Act, ’947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
EC ID 256/2004} o: the Grr.tr.; I Government Industrial 


Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s. Praga Tools Limited 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-42025/5/2009-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 5th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C.No. 256/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri D. Venkata Reddy, 

’S/o D. Narayana Reddy, 

R/o H. No. 219, L. l.G.H. Bharath 
Nagar Colony, SanathNagar, l.E. (P.O.) 

Hyderabad-500018. ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Managing Director, 

M/s. Praga Tools Limited, 

(A public sector undertaking, 
under the M/o Heavy 
Industries and Public 

Enterprises, a subsidiary Unit of HMT Ltd.) 

Kavadiguda, Secunderabad-500080 ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy, P. 

Srinivasulu and B.V. Chandra 
Sekhar, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. P. Nageswar Sree, K. 

Raghurama Reddy, Ch. Venkata 
Raju and T. Vijaya Rao, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2A(2) of the i.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination w.e.f. 21-10-1987. He 
submitted that he was appointed in the Respondent 
department as casual clerk on 26-8-1986 without any 
appointment order. That though he worked continuously 
till 21-10-1987, he was not allowed to join his duties w.e.f. 
21-10-1987. Hence, he prayed this court to direct the 
Respondents to take him back into service with all 
consequential benefits. 
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3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that the petitioner was engaged on casual basis 
w.e.f. August, 1986 in exigency of work. It is submitted that 
the Petitioner approached this tribunal after a gap of 19 
years of his alleged termination dated 21-10-1987. Hence, 
the petition be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their resj»ctive 
evidences. Petitioner filed his evidence affidavit. On 
5-2-2009, Petitioner called absent while Respondent’s 
counsel present. Petitioner is not present for cross- 
examination, as such the evidence of Petitioner is closed. 
Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her, corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 5th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner for the Respondent 

WW1 : Shri D. Venkata Reddy Nil 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Nil 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
Nil 

20 t 2009 

'5RT. 3TT. 2184.—3fteilPl*P aifaftpjR, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) m 17 ^ SppR/f ^ fwi ^ 

^ w 56/2007) ^ t, 

^ 20-7-2009 M fSJT 

[R. T^T-40025/19/2009-3Tlf3^(^) ] 

1%, srftrerrft 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

5. O. 2184.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. LCID 
56/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Posts and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-40025/19/2009-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 12th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 56/2007 
BETWEEN 

Sri U. Devasundaram, 

S/o U. Giddaiah, 

C/o M/s. M. Venkanna, 

Advocate, 

2nd floor, Bhagyanagar Junior 
College, Vegetable Market Road, 

Nallakunta, Hyderabad. .Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Chief Postmaster General, 

A.P. Circle, Hyderabad-1. 

2. The Postmaster General, 

Kumool Region, Kumool-5. 

3. The Supdt. of Post Offices, 

Kumool Division, Kumool-1 

4. The Head Post Master, 

Kumool Head Post Office, 

Kumool-1. ....Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Ms. M. Venkanna, Dr. 

Raghu Kumar and B. Pa van 
Kumar, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. P. Ravinder Reddy and 
M. Mallikarjun, Advocates 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2 A (2) of the 1 D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgement of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination dated 30-4-1988(AN). 
He submitted that he was appointed in the Respondent 
department to the post of Contingent Part Time Chowkidar 
(Daytime), Kumool Head Post Office w.e.f 25-7-1981. As 
per the Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal order dated 
10-6-1988, he continued till 9-5-1998. Hance, he prayed this 
court to direct the Respondents to take him back into 
service with all consequential benefits. 
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3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that the Petitioner was engaged as part time day 
watchman, Kumool H.P.O. on 25-7-1981 and discharged 
duties upio 9-5-1998 and that this contingent arrangement 
is purely temporary. The Respondent quoted different 
letters/circulars of Respondent, and orders of Hon’ble 
Central Administrative Tribunal. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. On 12-2-2009 Petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel present. Since Petitioner is absent 
and no adjournment application has been moved, as such 
the evidence of Petitioner is closed. Since there is no 
evidence on behalf of Petitioner, Respondent is also not 
willing to file evidence. Hence, Nil Award is passed in 
absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Srnr. P. Pahani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 12 th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

^ Renl, 20 2009 

®BT. 3tr. 2185.—srfqfwr, 1947 (1947 
TT14) qffl 

^ T' mg f-PtWcbl 
^ atoPich *f ^$4 W4»R 

^ w wm 72/2005 ) ^ ^ i, 

# TtTP 20-7-2009 ^ WTi f3TJ 

N. P;eT-40025/I8/2009-5nf3TR(^) j 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S. O. 2185.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes th* award {Ref. No. LCID 
72/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribun al- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 


in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 20-7-2009. 

[ No. 140025/18/2009-IR(DU)j 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24th day of June, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 72/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri G- Satish, 

S/o Deshram, 

R/o 4-5-296/4, ValmikiNagar, 

Karimnagar. ...Petitioner 

AND 

The Sub-Divisional Officer (SDOP-I), 

Telecom, Telephone Bhavan, 

Old Building, Karimnagar ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: Sri K. Srinivasa Rao, Ad. ncate 

For the Respondent: Sri Karoor Mohan, Advocate 

AWARD 

Sri G..Satish has filed this petition under Sec.2 A (2) 
of the I.D. Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble 
High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No.8395 
of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and 
M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others 
challenging his disengagement dated 1-8-2003 as illegal, 
arbitrary and violative of principles of natural justice and 
for his reinstatement in the service with full back wages. 

2. It has been alleged by the Petitioner that he joined 
in the service of the Respondent organization as scavenger 
in the year 1984 and he worked continuously till his 
services were terminated w.e.f. 1 -8-2003 without assigning 
any reason or without issuing any notice. He alleged that 
he used to work from 6 AM to 11 AM his nature of duty 
was cleaning of the premises and scavenging work. 
Though the Petitioner has been reporting for the duty but 
the Respondent has prevented the Petitioner from entering 
into the premises of the Respondent. That amounts to oral 
termination which is illegal and unjust and violative of 
principles of natural justice. 
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3. Respondent has filed counter statement wherein 
they have alleged that the Petitioner neither worked since 
1984 continuously nor he was terminated on 1-8-2003. 
Neither Petitioner ever reported for duty nor he was ever 
prevented from entering into the premises of the 
Respondent management. Petitioner has got no legal right 
to seek regularization. No illegality has been committed 
by the Respondent. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their evidence. 
Petitioner G. Satish has filed his affidavit and presented 
himself for cross examination. 

5. On the date of argument, neither the parties nor 
their counsels appeared, as such, arguments has been 
closed. I have gone through the claim petition, counter 
statement and evidence of the Petitioner. The Petitioner 
has filed service certificate Ex. W2 and W3 to prove that 
he has worked w.e.f. January, 1992 to June, 1994 and July, 
1994 to May, 1998 at Old Telegraph Exchange, Karimnagar. 
However, the department alleges that the Petitioner has 
never worked in the department. The Respondent has 
challenged this service certificate and they have suggested 
that last line in the alleged service certificate has been 
typed afterwards by another machine, though the 
Petitioner has denied to this suggestion, but a look at the 
service certificate goes to show that the content “and the 
payment was made by ACG-17” was typed by another 
machine in all the three service certificates who has issued 
this certificate has not been proved by the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner himself has admitted that he has not filed any 
appointment letter or termination order. 

6. Though he has denied the suggestion that he 
was not engaged by the department nor he worked under 
the department but he has not produced any certificate or 
any document to show that he has worked in the 
department of Sub-Divisional Officer, Telecom Old Building 
for any stretch of the time or he has been disengaged by 
any oral order. As such, he has not been able to prove 
either his appointment or his termination by the department 
and he can not claim any relief on hypothetical statement. 
Petitioner is not entitled for any relief. Petition deserves to 
be dismissed and accordingly it is dismissed. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 24th day of 
June, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

WW1: Sri G. Satish NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. Wl: Copy of representation given to SDO, 
Karimnagar dtd. 18-11 -2000 

Ex. W2: Service certificate dtd. 20-11 -2000 

Ex. W3: Service certificate dtd. 22-11 -2000 

Ex. W4: Service certificate dtd. 31-12-1985 

Ex.W5: Copy of legal notice dtd. 22-6-2005 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 20 2009 

W. 3TC. 2186.—atfafw?, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ qrci 17 3PJWI ^f, 
fiPTR fciIni'S ^ ^ 

«£ if if wm 

alteftfw srfireRPT forare wsm 69/2006) ^ 

WftlcT t, 20-7-2009 ^ WZ 1T3TT 

«TT I 

[-R T^-40025/I7/2009-3TI^IR(^)] 

^ fife, 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S. O. 2186.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. LCID 
69/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-7-2009. 

[ No. L-40025/17/2009-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 23 rd day of March, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 69/2006 
BETWEEN 

Sri Akula Mallesham, 

S/o Narasaiah, 
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C/o A. Sarojana, Advocate, 

Flat No.G-7, Rajeshwari Gayatri Sadan, 

Opp: Badruka Girls Jr. College, 

Kachiguda, Hyderabad. ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

Bharat SancharNigam Ltd., 

Southern Telecom Region, 

6-1-85/10, Sai Nilayam, Saifabad, 

Hyderabad . 

2 The Divisional Engineer, 

Bharat SancharNigam Ltd., 

Southern Telecom Region, 

Karimnagar. 

3. The Sub Divisional Engineer, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 

Southern Telecom Region, 

Old Telephone Exchange Building, 

Karimnagar. ...Respondents 


APPEARANCES 

Forthe Petitioner: M/s. A. Sarojana and K. Vasudeva Reddy, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent: Sri R.S. Murthy, Advocates 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High 
Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation oflndia and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition stating that he worked 
as full time mazdoor in the office of the 3rd Respondent 
from July, 2001 onwards to 30-4-2005 and from 1-5-2005 he 
was disengaged orally. He requested to direct the 
management to reinstate him with back wages and ail 
attendant benefits. 

3. Respondents filed counter denying averments 
made by the Petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner 
was never engaged by the bank. That there is no scope to 
engage him in the name of M. Rangaiah and pay him the 
wages is against departmental rules. Hence, it is prayed to 
dismiss the petition. 

4. Parties were directed to adduce their respective 
evidences. On 16-2-2009 Petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. There is none to file 
affidavit on behalf of Petitioner as such. Petitioner’s 
evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence 
of any evidence. 


Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 23rd day of 
March, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 

20 i, 2009 

^T. 3TT. 2187.—3?|dlfWTiWK 1947 (1947 

14) 17 ^ 4^1*1 ITffc'K <£( TP5TR fa'RFt 

^ WTO fWFTO ^ 
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tTOK W (W? WIT 10/2002) ^ wrrfrra TOt 
^ 20-7-2009 ^ Wcf «fT I 

[U P^T-40025/16/2009-31^. 3JK. (^)J 
fHir, StfTOft 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S. O. 2187.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. LCID 
10/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunai- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-40025/16/2009- IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 2nd day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 10/2002 
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(Old I.D. No. 44/99 Transferred from Industrial 
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Visakhapatnam) 

BETWEEN 

Sri Sarika Sanyasi Rao, 

C/o Sri Rapeti Rama Rao, 

Advocate, 

D.No. 14-2-10, Kaspa Street, 

Anakapalle. ...Petitioner 

AND 

!. The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom, A.P., 

Hyderabad . 

2. The Sub-Divisional Officer, 

Telecommunications, 

Chodavaram. 

Visakhapatnam District. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: M/s. A. Venkateswara Rao & 

Rapeti Rama Rao, Advocates 

For the Respondent: M/s M. Ramkoti & 

M. Madhava Rao, Advocates 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947 by the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Visakhapatnam in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble 
High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No.8395 
of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. 
Cotton Corporation of India and two others and 
transferred to this Court in view of the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour’s order No.H-11026/1/2001 IR(C- 
II) dated 18-10-2001 bearing 1.T.1D. No.44/1999 and 
renumbered in this Court as L.C.I.D.No. 10/2002. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating his services w.e.f. 30-8-84 without any notice 
or order. He stated that he joined in the Respondent 
organization we.f. 1-2-1984 and he worked without break 
for six months. He prayed this court to direct the 
Respondent to reinstate hjm with back wages, continuity 
of service etc. 

3. A counter was filed denying the allegations made 
by the Petitioner in the claim petition. It is submitted that 
the workman is a casual employee on daily wages only. 
Hence, the petition be dismissed, 

4. Petitioner filed rejoinder reiterating the facts 
mentioned in his petition. Parties were asked to produce 
their respective evidences. Petitioner filed his chief 
examination affidavit as WWI and marked documents 


Ex.W I to W 8 . Ex.Wl is the copy of the Lawyer’s notice 
and Ex. W2 to W 8 are original copies of the muster roll 
note book. Petitioner was cross examined and case is fixed 
for further evidence of Petitioner. Sri M. Naveen Kumar, 
R/o Gopala Patnam was examined as WW2 and cross 
examined by the Respondent. Management filed affidavit 
as examination in chief of Sri U. Rama Krishna, Sub- 
Divisional Engineer. 

5. On 2-2-2009, when case is called for cross 
examination of MWI, both parties called absent. Ordersheet 
transpires that Petitioner as well as Respondent are not 
attending to this case for last three years, as such evidence 
is closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of 
evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 2 nd 
day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for " Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

WW1: Sri Sariki Sanyasi Rao MWI: Sri U. Rama Krishna 
WW2: Sri M. Naveen Kumar 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex.Wl: Copy of Lawyer’s notice 

Ex.W2 to W 8 : Original muster roll note book issued 
by SDOT, Chodavaram. 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 

M 20 i, 2009 

W. 3?T. 2188.—facfK 1947 (1947 

14) m 17 ^ srpron 3 , mm 

1WT fdfH^ ^ ^ 7T5TS Ph^W*!' afo 

^ appro 3 sfisMw feroK rr^fk 

alteJlf'RF SlfspOT, ^ W TRsRT 209/2004 ) 

ychirvid TWf i, Wsm ^ 20-7-2009 ^ STRJ 

«1T I 

[U 1^-40025/15/2009-3^3TR(^ ) ] 

fW, 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S. O. 2188.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. LCID 
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209/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal - 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-40025/l 5/2009-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 17th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 209/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri P. Bhaskar Rao, 

S/o P.N. Murthy, 

C/o M/s. M. Panduranga Rao, 

Advocate, H.No.2-2-18/40/10, 

DD Colony, Bagh Amberpet, 

Hyderabad. 

AND 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom, BSNL, A.P. Circle, 

Door Sanchar Bhawan, 

Nampalli, Hyderabad -1. 

2. The General Manager, 

O/o General Manager, 

Telecom District, BSNL, 

Visakhapatnam. 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: M/s. M. Panduranga Rao & 

M. Srikanth, Advocates 

For the Respondent: Sri V. Rajeswara Rao, Advocate 


AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) ofthe I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination w.e.f. 31-8-2002. He 
submitted that he joined the Respondent department as 


casual mazdoor in September, 1997 at Hyderabad and later 
he was transferred to Visakhapatnam in January, 1999 and 
worked upto 31-8-2002. He prayed this court to set aside 
the oral termination and direct the Respondents to take 
him back into service with all consequential benefits. 

3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that there is no documentary proof regarding 
Petitioner’s appointment or termination. That the 
department used to engage casual labour for intermittent 
works at installation wing of the department on daily wages. 
No casual labour has completed 240 days in a calendar 
year. Hence, the petition be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. Petitioner filed his evidence affidavit in 2006. 
On 17-2-2009 both parties called absent. Since Petitioner is 
not present for cross examination as such the evidences of 
parties are closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence 
of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 17th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

WW1: Sri P. Bhaskar Rao NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
ML 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M teft, 20 i, 2009 

^T. 3TT. 2189.—affeJlPR? SlfafWT, 1947 ( 1947 

14) *TRJ 17^ 

^ =h4«bltl "3? 4)^, 3FJW 

(qqi4 ff 3tfq<M u i, 

WTI 210/2004) ^ W%rl t, 
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[Tf. T^-40025/14/2009-^3TR(^.)] 

1W, 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S. O. 2189.—In pursuance of Section 17 ofthe 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. LCID 


...Petitioner 


. . .Respondents 
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210/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal - 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 

to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 20-7-2009. 

[ No. L-40025/ 14/2009-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated the 17th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 210/2004 
BETWEEN 


Sri G. Durga Pratap, 

S/o Prabhakara Rao, 

C/o M/s. M. Panduranga Rao, 
Advocate, H.No.2-2-18/40/10, 
DD Colony, Bagh Amberpet, 
Hyderabad. 

AND 

1. The Chief General Manager, 
Telecom, BSNL, A.P. Circle, 
Door Sanchar Bhawan, 
Nampalli, Hyderabad -1. 


...Petitioner 


casual mazdoor in September, 1997 at Hyderabad and later 
he was transferred to Visakhapatnam on 1-12-1998 and 
worked upto August, 2003. He prayed this Court to set 
aside the oral termination and direct the Respondents to 
take him back into service with all consequential benefits. 

3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that there is no documentary proof regarding 
Petitioner’s appointment or termination. That the 
department used to engage casual labour for intermitent 
works at installation wing of the department on daily wages. 
No casual labour has completed 240 days in a calendar 
year. Hence, the petition be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. Petitioner filed his evidence affidavit in 2006. 
On 17-2-2009 both parties called absent. Since Petitioner is 
not present for cross-examination as such the evidences 
of parties are closed. Hence, N il Award is passed in absence 
of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her, corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 17th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 


Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner 


Witnesses examined for 
the Respondent 


WW 1: Sri G. Durga Pratap NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 


2. The General Manager, 

O/o General Manager, 

Telecom District, BSNL, 

Visakhapatnam. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: M/s. M. Panduranga Rao & 

M. Srikanth, Advocates 

For the Respondent: Sri V. Rajeswara Rao, Advocate 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. Act, 

1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his termination in August,"2003. He 
submitted that he joined the Respondent department as 


Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S. O. 2190.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. LC1D 
224/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal - 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-40025/13/2009-IR(DU)j 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 17th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 224/2004 
BETWEEN 

SriK. Babulal, 

S/o K. Ramulu, 

C/o M/s. M. Panduranga Rao , 

Advocate, 

H.No.2-2-18/40/20, DD Colony, 

Bagh Amberpet, Hyderabad . ..Petitioner 

AND 

f TheChiefGeneral Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 

Door Sanchar Bhawan, Nampa lly. 

Station Road, Hyderabad. 

2. The peputy General Manager, 

Installations, Appointment Circle, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Nampally, 

Station Road, Hyderabad . ..Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: M/s. M. Panduranga Rao & 

M. Srikanth, Advocates 

For the Respondent: Sri V. Rajeswara Rao, Advocate 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappaand M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
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in terminating him. He submitted that he was engaged as 
casual mazdoor by the Telecom department in the month 
of June, 1997 and from 2-2-2001 he was engaged as Motor 
Driver. It is submitted that he was orallv terminated on 
4-6-2004. He prays this court to direct the Respondent to 
reinstate him into service with full back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondent filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was engaged 
on casual basis from June, 1997. It is submitted that 
pursuant to instructions contained in Lr. No.270-6/84-STN 
dated 30-3-1985, Respondent stopped engagement of 
casual labour from 1 -4-1985 and the Petitioner might have 
been taken for a particular work and for a particular period 
on casual basis. Hence, the petition be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support of their respective contentions. Petitioner filed his 
chief examination affidavit and got marked Ex.Wl to W6 
documents and he was cross examined by the 
Respondent. 

5. On 17-2-2009 both parties called absent. Witness 
also absent as such, evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award 

• is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 17th 
day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Append ix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

WW 1: Sri K. Babulal NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. WI: Copy of certificate dt.5-9-2001 

Ex.W 2: Copy of certificate dt. 15-7 -2002 

Ex.W3: Copy of Ir.No.T A/TI-HD/BSNL/G-I/02-03/12 
dated 31-1-2003 

Ex. W 4: Copy of certificate dated 10-5-2003 
Ex.W5: Copy of certificate dated 14-6-2004 
Ex.W6: Vehicle logbook 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S.O. 2191.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.211/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L-40025/12/2009-1R (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TR1BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 17th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 211/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri Y. Srinivasa Rao, 

S/o Subba Rao, 

C/o M/s. M. Panduranga Rao, 

Advocate, H. No. 2-2-18/40/10, 

DD Colony, Bagh Amberpet, 

Hyderabad. 

....Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Chief General M anager, 

Telecom, BSNL, A.P. Circle, 

Door Sanchar Bhawan, 

Nampalli, Hyderbad-1. 

2. The General Manager, 

O/o General Manager, 

Telecom District, BSNL, 

Visakhapatnam. 

....Respondent 


APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. M. Panduranga Rao & 

M. Srikanth, Advocates 

For the Respondent: Sri V. RajeswaraRao, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2 A (2) of the I.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W. P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents against his oral termination dated 15-3 -2002. 
He submitted that he joined the Respondent department 
as casual mazdoor in August, 1997 at Hyderabad and later 
he was transferred to Visakhapatnam on 31-12-99 and 
worked upto 15-3-2002. He prayed this court to set aside 
the oral termination and direct the Respondents to take 
him back into service with all consequential benefits. 

3. Counter was filed by the Respondents. It is 
submitted that there is no documentary proof regarding 
Petitioner’s appointment or termination. That the 
department used to engage casual labour for intermittent 
works at installation wing of the department on daily wages. 
No casual labour has completed 240 days in a calendar 
year. Hence, the petition be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. On 17-2-2009 both parties called absent. Since 
Petitioner is absent and no adjournment application has 
been moved, as such the evidence is closed. Hence, Nil 
Award is passed in absence of parties. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 17th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 
for the Petitioner Respondnet 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 20th July, 2009 

S.O. 2192.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 61/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of North Eastern Railway 
md their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-7-2009. 

[No. L41012/43/2000-IR (B-1)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

'L orenl: N. K. Purohit, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 61/2000 

Ref. No. L-41012/43/2000/IR(B-I) 
dated: 17-08-2000 

BETWEEN 

Shri Jagan Nath 

S/o Shri Mad ho ram 

R/o Dharaincha Bazar, Sitapur 

AND 

1 The Divisional Railway Manager, 

North Eastern Railway, 

DRM Office. Ash ok Marg, 

Lucknow 

2. The Assistant Engineer, 

AEN Office, Sitapur 

AWARD 

30-06-2009 

). By order No. L-41012/43/2000/IR(B-I) dated: 
17-08-2000 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause 


(d) of sub-section ( 1 ) and sub-section (2 A) of Section, 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred 
this industrial dispute between Shri Jagan Nath S/o Shri 
Madhoram, R/o Dharaincha Bazar, Sitapur and the 
Divisional Railway Manager, North Eastern Railway, DRM 
Office, Ashok Marg, Lucknow and the Assistant 
Engineer, AEN Office, Sitapur for adjudication. 

2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“Whether the Action of North Eastern Railway in 

Terminating the services for Shri Jagan Nath, Casual 

Khallasi from 01-07-1984 was Legal and Justified ? If 

not what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

3. In brief, the workman’s case is that he was initially 
appointed as casual Khalasi on 16-08-1976 under IOW, 
Sitapur. He performed duties up to 30-06-1984 at Sitapur 
and his total working days in total service come to 751 
days. He has already completed more than 120 days 
continuous service before 01-07-1984 and as such he has 
acquired status of temporary railway servant much before 
01 -07-1984 and thus, his services would not be disengaged 
w.e.f. 01-07-1984 by DRM, NER, Lucknow without 
following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. He has also stated that neither the work has stopped 
nor there has been shrinkage of cadre. He has alleged that 
no seniority was displaced before his retrenchment. Neither 
any seniority list was prepared nor the first come last go 
rule was observed. Various juniors to the workman have 
been given appointment. His termination is in violation of 
Rule 149 of Railway Establishment Code Vol. I and Section 
25 F, G, H of the I.D. Act. The workman has further stated 
that he made several representations to the concerned 
authorities but the opposite party did not give any 
response. 

4. The workman has further submitted that he was 
not sufficiently literate to understand the implications of 
the delay, therefore, he approached to concerned officials 
during intervening period but the administration did not 
reply. In between he also suffered from various ailments; 
as such he had great difficulty in collecting money for 
taking proper legal steps in raising industrial dispute. In 
such circumstances the delay in raising the dispute be 
condoned. He has alleged that matter has been delayed on 
account of the opposite party. 

5. The opposite party in its written statement besides 
denying the claim of the workman, has raised preliminary 
objection regarding his initial engagement as casual labour 
on 16-08-1976 and has submitted that the same is not 
factually correct as verified from records of the concerned 
working unit. Thus, his claim be rejected for claiming wrong 
particulars. It is further stated that the claim is lawfully time 
barred and not maintainable on any score. It has been 
submitted that due to abnormal long intervening period of 
time since 17-08-76 no relevant record can be possible to 
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locate, moreover, as per directions of the Railway Board, 
Ministry of Railway vide their circular dated 22-11-1984 no 
casual labour is entitled to any relief if he has not worked 
on Railway again in the preceding two complete calendar 
years. 

6 . In rejoinder, the workman besides reiterating his 
earlier averments made in the statement of claim, has also 
stated that Casual Labour Card was issued to him wherein 
actual working days have been mentioned deliberately and 
malafidely and their artificial breaks have been given. Actual 
period of working can be verified from attendance register, 
live register, muster roll and pay slips. He has further stated 
that his name is mentioned at SL. No. 18 in the list of year 
1981 for casual labourers working in Section Engineer 
(Works), Sitapur. In the said list working days of the 
workman has been verified on 24-10-96 by Section Engineer 
(Works) on the basis of live register in pursuance to circular 
of Railway Board for re-absorption. 

7. In support of his claim the workman has examined 
himself as witness; whereas in rebuttal the management 
has examined Sh. S.N. Bajpai, Asstt. Divisional Engineer, 
NER. Both the sides have also produced documents in 
support of their respective cases. 

8 . Heard the arguments advanced by the learned 
representative of both the sides and perused the relevant 
records. 

9. Learned representative on behalf of the workman 
has contended that from the oral statement of the workman 
and Casual Labour Card issued to the workman, it is 
well proved that workman had worked as Khalasi from 
16-08-1976. As per list of casual workers in the year 1981 
the name of the workman is at SL. No 18 and his date of 
engagement has been mentioned as 16-05-78 and it has 
also been shown that total working days at that time to be 
751. He has further argued that the workman had worked 
continuously for 120 days during the period 16-05-1976 to 
16-09-78 thus; he had acquired the temporary status as per 
provisions of the Railway Manual. Moreover, the workman 
has also worked for more than 240 days in each year during 
the said period 16-5-1976 to 30-6-84. Thus, his termination 
is arbitrary and illegal and in violation of Section 25 F, G, H 
of the I.D. Act. He has further contended that on the basis 
of delay claim cannot be rejected. The provision of 
Limitation Act are not applicable in the matter of industrial 
dispute. Moreover, workman has explained the reasons for 
the delay. In support of his contention he has also placed 
reliance on the following case law : 

(i) 1981 SCC (L&S) 478 Mohan Lai Vs M/s. Bharat 
Electronics Ltd. 

(ii) 1976 SCC (L&S) 132 State Bank of India Vs. 
N. Sundara Money. 


(ffi) 1985 SCC (L&S) 975 H.D. Singh Vs. Reserve 
Bank of India & others. 

(iv) 2001 ( 88 ) FLR 508 Deep Chandra Vs. State of 
U P- & another. 

(v) 2001 ( 88 ) FLR 274 M/s. Scooters India Ltd. Vs. 
M. Mohammad Yaqub & another. 

(vi) 2001 (19) LCD 116 Sitapur Eye Hospital, Faizabad 
& another Vs. Industrial Tribuanl (II) UP, 
Lucknow & another. 

(vii) 1992 SCC (L&S) 611 Uol & others Vs. Basant 
Lai & others. New 

(viii) 1999 SCC (L&S) 1054 Ajaib Singh Vs. Sirhind 
Co-operative Marketing-cum-Processing Service 
Society Limited & another. 

10. Per contra, the learned representative on behalf 
of the opposite party, has argued that on the directives 
issued by the CPO, NER, Gorakhpur a list of persons was 
prepared on the basis laid down for re-absorption of the 
casual labour/substitute to ascertain if there was any use 
in future when need arise, 61 out of such workers were 
reabsorbed, the workman could not be found eligible as he 
was not on rolls on the date of screening, therefore, his 
name cannot be considered as per direction and policy of 
Headquarter. He has further argued that due to large number 
of candidates on various quota, further screening have 
been kept in abeyance as per direction dated 29-3-01/20-4- 
01. He has also contended that merely on the ground of 
inordinate delay in raising industrial dispute the workman’s 
claim is liable to be rejected. He has further argued that the 
workman has abandoned his engagement himself. He has 
furthermore argued that due to abnormal delay his claim is 
not tenable in the light of verdict ofHon’ble Superem Court 
dated 13-5-93 in Civil Writ Petition No. 71/92. 

11. The contention of the learned representative of 
the management that due to long abnormal intervening 
period of 25 years the claim of the workman is liable to be 
rejected in view of the verdict ofHon’ble Supreme Court 
dated 13-5-93 in Writ Petition (Civil) 71/92 Ratan Chandra 
Sammanta & others Vs. Uol & others is not sustainable. 
The management has produced an uncertified copy of said 
judgment. Moreover, the facts of the said case laws were 
different. This question was not under consideration 
whether provisions of limitation are applicable in the matter 
of industrial disputes. In 1999 SCC (L&S) 1054 relied by 
learned representative of the workman, Hon’ble Apex Court 
has observed that employer’s plea of delay in seeking 
reference unless causing real prejudice to him is not 
sufficient to deny relief to the workman. Hon’ble Apex 
Court has further observed that: 

“The provisions of Article 137 ofthe Limitation 

Act, 1963 are not applicable to the proceedings under 
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the Industrial Disputes Act. The relief under the Act 
cannot be denied to the workman merely on the 
ground of delay. The delay if raised by the employer 
is required to be proved as a matter of fact by 
showing the real prejudice and not as a merely 
hypothetical defence. No reference to the Labour 
Court can be generally questioned on the ground of 
delay alone. Even in a case where the delay is shown 
to be existing, the tribunal, labour court or board, 
dealing with the case can appropriately mould the 
relief by declining to grant back wages to the 
workman till the date he raised the demand regarding 
his illegal retrenchment/termination or dismissal. The 
court may also in appropriate cases direct the 
payment of part of the back wages instead of full 
back wages.” 

12. In the present case the workman has alleged that 
his services have been terminated in the year 01-07-1984 
whereas in present reference under adjudication the 
industrial dispute has been raised after lapse of 14 years. 
The reasons given for inordinate delay that despite several 
representations being submitted by the workman, the 
concerned management of railway did not give any 
response and other reasons such as his financial condition, 
his illness and other constrains due to which he could not 
raise present dispute are not cogent and satisfactory. The 
copies of representations said to be sent to the railway 
authorities have not been produced. He has produced only 
photocopies of some UPCs, postal receipts which are not 
legible. Although explanation given by the workman for 
delay of such a long period is not plausible, but in light of 


principle laid by the Hon’ble Apex Court, the claim of the 
workman may not be rejected merely on the plea of delay. 

13. The questions which arise for consideration are 
as to whether the workman has continuously worked for 
more than 240 days in the preceding 12 months from the 
date of his alleged termination and whether he had worked 
continuously more than 120 days and acquired temporary 
status as claimed by him ? 

14. The workman in his statement on affidavit has 
stated that he was employed as casual Kahalasi on 
16-08-1976 and had worked as such continuously from 
16-08-1976 to 30-6-84 and his services have been terminated 
orallyw.e.f. 01-07-84 without any notice or compensation. 
He has further stated that he had worked for 751 days as 
shown in list of casual workers in the year 1981 under 
Section Engineer (Works), Sitapur. To substantiate his 
claim he has produced his original Casual Labour Card 
and copies of list of year 1981 pertaining to Casual 
worker working under Section Engineer (Works), NER, 
Sitapur. 

15. The management witness Sh. S. N. Bajpai, 
Asstt. Engineer, NER, Sitapur has admitted in his cross- 
examination that as per record available the workman has 
worked from 16-8-76 to December, 78; out of which 
workingw.e.f. May, 78 to December, 78 is certified. He has 
also stated that he himself has certified 235 days’ working 
in respect of the workman upto December, 78. 

16. The details of working days and period 
mentioned in his Casual Labour Card as under: 


Casual Labour Card 

Date of initial employment 16-8-1976 

From 

To 

Period 

Total Days 

16-8-76 

15-9-76 

31 days 

— 

May, 78 

December, 78 

205 days 

— 

* 


Total upto 31-12-78 

0 yr 6 mth 22 days 



Total upto 30-6-79 

0 yr 9 mth 26 days 

1-7-79 

3 1-9-79 

79 days 

— 



Total upto 31-12-79 

1 yr 0 mth 15 days 

1-1-80 

30-6-80 

13 8 days 

0 yr 4 mth 18 days 



Total upto 30-6-80 

1 yr 5 mth 03 days 

1-7-80 

31-10-80 

84 days 

— 



Total upto 31-10-80 

602 days 

18-8-82 

15-11-82 

88 days 

— 



Total upto 15-11-82 

719 days 

1-1-84 

30-6-84 

32 days 

— 



Total upto 30-6-84 

751 days 
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17. In 1991 SCC L&S 478 Hon’ble Apex Court has 
held that termination simplicitor of a temporary workman, 
not falling within the excepted or excluded categories 
mentioned in section 2 ( 00 ) would amount to retrenchment 
and if immediately preceding the date of termination of 
service, such workman actually worked for not less than 
240 days with in a period of 12 months, he will be deemend 
to be in continuous service for one year under section 
25-B(2) (a)(ii) and termination of his services without 
complying with Section 25-F would render the order of 
termination void-ab-initio. In 1976 SCC L&S 132 the Hon’ble 
Apex Court has held that in Section 2(oo), the words 

‘termination.for any reason whatsoever’ are the key 

words, whatever the reason, every termination spells 
retrenchment. In 1985 SCC (L & S) 975, in the matter of 
Tikka Mazdoor, Hon’ble Apex Court observed that striking 
off name ofthe Tikka Mazdoor from rolls who have worked 
for more than 240 days amounts to retrenchment covered 
by Section 25-F. In other case laws cited by the learned 
representative on behalf of the workman it has been 
observed that if a workmab has worked for more than 240 
days in the required period he cannot be retrenched without 
complying the provisons of Secction 25-F of the I.D. Act. 

18. Thus, it is settled legal position that if a workman 
has worked for 240 days in preceding 12 months from date 
of his alleged termination, his services cannot be terminated 
without compliance of section 25- F. 

19. But in present case upon a perusal of the entries 
made in the Casual Labour Card, it is not evident that the 
worker had worked continuously for 240 days during 
preceding 12 months from the date of his alleged 
termination i.e. 1-7-1984. As per entries in Casual Labour 
Card the workman had worked for 32 days only during said 
twelve months. Thus, the workman has failed to prove that 
he had worked for 240 days in the said period . 

20. The learned representative on behalf of the 
workman has contended that as per circulars of NER an 
open line casual labourer is to be granted temporary status 
on completion of 120 days of continuous service and in 
calculating the above period, unauthorized absence of three 
days and authorized absence of 20 days is not to be 
considered as break in casual labourer’s service. He has 
further contended that the workman had continuously 
worked for 120 days but the management has deliberately 
shown artificial breaks in the Casual Labour Card to deprive 
thd workman for grant of temporary status. He has further 
contended that during period 16-05-78 to 16-09-78 the 
workman had worked for 123 days and it should be 
presumed that he had worked continuously for 120 days 
during said period. 

21. In 1992 SCC (L&S) 611 relied by the learned 
representative on behalf of the workman, Hon’ble Apex 
Court has also observed that the casual labourer employed 
by railway who had continuously worked for more than 


120 days are entitled to be regularized as temporary 
workman and railway cannot deny them temporary status 
on ground that they have been employed as casual labourer 
in a project work and not in construction work in open line 
as such they acquire temporary status on completion of 
360 days. 

22. It is not disputed that casual labourers who 
have worked continuously for 120 days in open line acquire 
temporary status and they will be entitled to rights and 
privileges admissible to the temporary status railway 
servants as laid down in Clause XXIII of the Indian Railway 
Establishment Manual. Rule 149(6) of Railway 
Establishment Code also laid down that termination of 
services of temporary employee should be in terms of 
provisions of I. D. Act 

23. It is evident from the entries in Casual Labour 
Card of the workman that he had not continuously worked 
for 120 days within a period of four months. This contention 
of the learned representative on behalf of the workman is 
not sustainable that management had deliberately not 
mentioned the actual working days and artificial breaks 
have been shown to deprive the workman from his legitimate 
rights. The workman himself has pleaded in his rejoinder 
that entries in his Casual Labour Card had been made on 
the basis of Live Register. He has not alleged that his actual 
working days were not mentioned in the said registers. 
Further, he has never represented regarding entries in 
respect of working days in his card. He has not produced 
any receipt or any other document or oral evidence to 
establish that during alleged breaks which are said to be 
artificial break, he was on authorized leave or he had actually 
worked on those days. 

24. This contention of the learned representative on 
behalf of the workman is also not acceptable that as per 
Casual Labour Card the workman had worked for 122 days 
during period 16-05-78 to 16-09-78, thus, it should be 
presumed that he had continuously worked for 120 days 
during said period. As per entries in the Casual Labour 
Card the workman had worked form 16-05-78 to 15-07-78, 
during this period he remained absent on 26-05-78. In period 
from 27-05-78 to 31-12-78 it is not mentioned how many 
days he had actually worked. His total working days from 
16-08-1976 to 31 -12-78 have been mentioned as 6 months 
22 days only and working days from 1 -7-79 to 31 -9-79 have 
been mentioned as 79 days only. Thus, it cannot bo 
presumed that out of period of 6 months 22 days, the 
workman had worked continuously from 16-05-78 to 
16-09-78 in absence of actual working days during period 
16-7-78 to 16-9-78. the burden was on the workman to prove 
that he had remained in the employment of the 
management not only on the days he had wbrked but also 
on the days on which he had not worked either on account 
of his inability or on account of his being prevented by 
the employer for working. 
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25. This contention of the learned representative on 
behalf of the workman is also devoid of any force that 
since Live Register have not been produced by the 
management, an adverse inference should be drawn against 
the management. Upon a perusal of the statement of the 
management witness it is evident that at the time of 
examination of management witness, Casual Labour 
Register for the period May, 78 to December, 78 was 
produced. As regard remaining period the case of the 
management is that after lapse of period of over 25 years 
the records could not be located. As pointed out earlier the 
workman has failed to explain inordinate delay in raising 
the industrial dispute. Apart from this the workman has 
admitted in his rejoinder that list of casual workers working 
in Section Engineer (Works), Sitapur in the year 1981 was 
prepared in year 1996 and his name is mentioned at serial 
No. 18. He has also pleaded that said list was prepared on 
the basis of entries in the Live Register and other record. 
The total period of working days shown in the above list 
and mentioned in the Casual Labour Card are same i.e. 751. 
He has not alleged that number of working davs in the *aid 
list or in the Register on the basis of which the lisi was 
prepared, were not mentioned correctly. He himself has 
produced the said list to substantiate his claim. In such 
circumstances, if the management has failed to produce 
the Casual Labour Register or Live Register for remaining 
period, no adverse presumption can be drawn against the 
management. 

26. The initial burden was on the workman to prove 
that he had continuously worked for 120 days and thus he 
was entitled for grant of temporary status. Unless the 
workman proves his claim, the opposite party cannot be 
called upon to disprove it. As discussed above the workman 
has failed to prove that he had ever worked continuously 
for 120 days during 16-5-78 to 16-9-78. 

i 

27. In view of the above discussions, the workman 
has failed to prove that he had worked continuously for 
240 days in preceding twelve months from the date of his 
alleged termination and he has also failed to establish that 
he had ever worked for 120 days. Thus he was neither 
entitled for any notice or retrenchment compensation. The 
workman has also failed to prove that his services have 
been terminated in violation of Section 25 F, G & H or in 
contravention of any provisions of Railway Manual and 
any action of the Management was unjust or illegal. 
Resultantly, he is net entitled for any relief claimed by him. 

28. The reference under adjudication is answered 
accordingly. 

29. Award as above. 

Lucknow. 30Y6-2009 
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New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2009 

S.O. 2193.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 128/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 21 -7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1 /2009-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS¬ 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated, the 24th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 128/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Ragulapalli Chinna Mallaiah, 

S/o R. Sunkanna, 

R/o Yedruru Village, Pamidi Mandal, 

(Via Pedda Vaduguru), 

Anantpur District-515 401. ... .Petitioner 

AND 

The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, Renigunta Road, 

Tirupathi. 


N. K. PUROHIT, Presiding Officer 


...Respondent 


[MFTII—3(ii)] 
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APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy, 

G. Srinivasa Reddy and S.Vijay 
Venkatesh, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Rayindra Reddy and 
B.V. Chandra Sekhar, Advocate 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Non-Messenger on 18-6-90 in SBI Gooty Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 
18-6-90 to 5-2-91 for a period of 87 days. He was empanelled 
in the year 1992 and was absorbed by the Respondent in 
the year 1992. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He 
prays this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him 
as a .regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the peti¬ 
tioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as rnessenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ watch¬ 
man by the respondent and never terminated from service 
on 31.3.1997. It is further submitted that under exigencies 
and in leave vacancies bank used to take temporary sub¬ 
staff and further explained the stipulated rules, agreements 
and settlements under which the temporary employees were 
categorized. According to categories, panels were prepared. 
It is submitted that the petitioner has not worked for the 
number of days as shown by him in his claim statement. As 
such this petition is liable to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in sup¬ 
port of their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 peti¬ 
tioner called absent while Respondent’s counsel is present. 
Petitioner is not attending to this case for last two years, as 
such, his evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed 
in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 24th 
day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

' NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 

2009 

W. 37T. 2194.-3Mfwf^ 3TfafWl, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ SJHl 17 ^ 3T3FTFT TPFFTT 

3P? iftm Wfifa ^ 4>4<FRl‘ ^ 

■Sffa, R 3 4^4 *K«r>K 

aflaip i * srftreRiTT (*M*ra?n 125/2005) 

M°h l fV1d 21 -7-2009 ^ 

w<\ fsn «ni 

[77. ^-12014/1/2009-3^.3^(^-1)] 
3T^P7 c bHK, 

New Delhi, the 21st July, 2009 

S.O. 2194.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 125/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 21 -7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/l/2009-IR(B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24th day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 125/2005 

BETWEEN 

Sri G. Venkataramannappa, 

S/o G. Munuswamy, 

R/o 8/841, New Harijana Colony, 

Gooty Mandal, 

Anantpur District-515 401 • ■ .Petitioner 

AND 


2811 GI/09—6 
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The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office Remgunta Road, 

Tirupathi ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

for the Petitioner M/s. C. VijayaShekarReddy, 

G. Srinivasa Reddy & 
S. Vijay Venkatesh, 
Advocates. 

for the Respondent M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy 

& B.V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocate. 

AWARD 

I his case was taken in view' of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
CD ELI Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8 1995 between Sn U. Chinnappaand Mis. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

T Ur, Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Rc •< ofiuent ijiiestioning the action of the Respondents 
in Mi Tinting him ! le submitted that he was appointed as 
SK -..Huger on iI 83 in SB1 Gooty Branch of the respon¬ 
dent bank. I le .corked in different spells from 12-4-83 to 
6 8-85 for .i period of ! 75 days. He was empanelled in the 
year 1989 and w as absorbed by the Respondent in the year 
1989. He w'as t niimaled orally on 31-3-1997. He prays this 
• ouit to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a regular 
employee w ::a all consequential benefits. 

.7 5s : -ainst this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the a ! nations in the claim statement of the 
o.’iiAone. It i ■ a a. miicd that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as iuesscngeivsvveeper-cum-water boy/watch¬ 
man by the respondent and never terminated from service 
on 31 -3-1997. (t is further submitted that under exigencies 
and in leave vacancies bank used to take temporary sub¬ 
staff and further explained the stipulated rules, agreements 
and settlements under which the temporary employees were 
categorized. According to categories, panels were pre¬ 
pared u I.- Mjhmuted that the petitioner has not worked 
Ac ih.' umu-.-r ."f as shown by him in his claim 
e- -' .pet 4 ion is liable to be dismissed 

••••• «cie d.Acted to produce evidence in 
.. .<:• •: . . ocontentions. On 24-2-2009 pe- 
• ;* ■. tiicj •. ah while Respondent's counset is 
•A'e■■ attending to this ease for last two 
•.a '■ . > ■ ciientc is closed. Hence, Nil Award 

v; :t .id .ciA '. or evidence. 


Award passed accordingly. Transmit, 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gown. Personal Assis¬ 
tant, transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 
24th day of February', 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR. Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

21 gfeTT i, 2009 

«KT.3TT. 219S„-Tft^TT5'f^K37f^7fwi f 1947 (1947 
T9 14) VRT I 7 Tf 3TJFfT tT T TRtl 9 7TFTR 3JTT 

Tfen T7 Wvitefij* sfp cb4«hl<V t 7 wN, 
sfjto 3 ftfe nWiPit, f^K T’ ^WiPi* 

adteTBT, kw ^ TTR wn 126/2005) T9 

3FTlf?TcT TRtft $, # 7T7T9T T71 21-7-2009 TTI W7T 
19Tf 5411 

[7T. TT^T-I2014/l/2009-3Trf.34R.(^t-l) ] 

5T5R1 T7HR, tP*; 3#4T7Rt 

New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2009 

S. O. 2195.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 126/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 21 -7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1 /2009-IR (B-1)] 

A JAY KUMAR , Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present; Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated, the 24th day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 126/2005 
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BETWEEN 

Sri Kandala Subbarayudu, 

S/o K. Obuieshu, 

Rj'o 9/976, Harijana Street, 

Gooty Mandal. 

Anantpur District-515 402 . ..Petitioner 

AND 

The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal office, Renigunta Road, 

Tirupathi. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy, 

G. Srinivasa Reddy & S. Vijay 
Venkatesh, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy 

& B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

Tins ease was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Double High Court oi Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LI J Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Non-Messenger on 6-4-1981 in SB! Gooty Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 6-4-81 
to 6-2-84 tor a period of 158 days. He was empanelled in the 
year 1989 and was absorbed by the Respondent in the year 
1989. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He prays this 
Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a regular 
employee with all consequential benefits. 

3 As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service cm 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary' employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared, ft is submitted that the 
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petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in sup¬ 
port of their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 peti¬ 
tioner cal led absent while Respondent’s counsel is present. 
Petitioner is not attending to this case for last two years, as 
such, his evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed 
in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Sml P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 24th 
day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

21 *piT i, 2049 

■^T. 3tT. 2196.—STfafroq, 1947 ( 1947 
<5T 14) HTCT ] 7 ^ dfefaf TR3TR VtZ 

^ W-RTf ^ aft* Tdft ft 

R afteflfTRT 3 ftftR FR3TR 3?|ty}Pl«h 

ft OM WIT i 27/2005 ) ft 
Wt t, ft ftftft TR^TR ft 21 -7-2009 ft 4JR1 |3TT RTI 

[u ^- 1201 4/i/2009-3n£3m. 0ft-1)] 

3T5RT 3pR, 

New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2009 

S. O. 2196.—fn pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 127/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court. 1 lyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Centra? 
Government an 2 I -7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1 /2009-IR (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS¬ 
TRIAL TRIBUN AL CUM-LABOUR-COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: ShriVed Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 127/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Kullaya Babu, 

S/o J. Subbarayudu, 

R/o 7/476, 7th Ward, 

Behind Balaji Lodge, 

Gooty, Anantpur District-515 401. .. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office. Renigunta Road, 

Tirupathi. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy, 

G. Srinivasa Reddy & S. Vijay 
Venkatesh, Advocates. 

For the Respondent : M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy 

& B.V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

Phis case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Non-Messenger on 4-11-87 in SBI Gooty Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 
4-11 -.87 to 31-12-88 for a period of 86 days. He was 
empanelled in the year 1989 and was absorbed by the 
Respondent in the year 1989. He was terminated orally on 
31-3-1997. He prays this Court to direct the Respondent to 
reinstate him as a regular employee with all consequential 
benefits. 


3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the peti¬ 
tioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never ap¬ 
pointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/watchman 
by the respondent and never terminated from service on 
31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under exigencies and 
in leave vacancies bank used to take temporary sub-staff 
and further explained the stipulated rules, agreements and 
settlements under which the temporary employees were 
categorized. According to categories, panels were prepared. 
It is submitted that the petitioner has not worked for the 
number of days as shown by him in his claim statement. As 
such this petition is liable to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in sup¬ 
port of their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 peti¬ 
tioner called absent while Respondent’s counsel is present. 
Petitioner is not attending to this case for last two years, as 
such, his evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed 
in absence of evidence. 

Av/ard passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 24th 
day ofFebruary, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

21 2009 
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New Delhi, the 21st July, 2009 

S.O. 2197. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 69/ 
2007) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 21-7-2009. 

[No. L-12012/140/2007-IR-(B-I)] 

AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, 3rd July, 2009 

Present: A. N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 69/2007 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their Workman). 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Sundararaju : I Party/Petitioner 

Vs. 

The Dy. General Manager ; II Party/Respondent 

State Bank of India, 

Region-1, Zonal Office, 

Dr. Ambedkar Road, 

Madurai-625002 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri S. Vaidyanathan 

For the Management : Sri. S. Kannaiah 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-12012/140/2007 IR(B-I) dated 30-10-2007 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India, Usilampatti Branch, Madurai in 
awarding the punishment of removal from service to 
Shri R. Sundararaju w.e.f. 03-11-2001, is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman concerned 
is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 69/2007 and issued notices to both 


sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
advocates and filed their claim and counter statement 
respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement necessary 
for discussion are as follows : 

The Petitioner initially appointed as Clerk under the 
Respondent/Bank, thereafter promoted as Head Clerk in 
1993 while was working at Usilampatti Branch was charge 
sheeted on 03-01-2000 with having committed gross 
misconduct in terms of Para-521 (4)(J) of Sastry Award 
read with Para-18.28 of Desai Award. He explained as 
regards first and second charges that the overdraft has 
since been regularized by him and that mistake was purely 
due to mistaken impression. Third charge was refuted by 
him. An enquiry was thereafter held and in the finding 
dated 21-06-2001 Charge Nos. 1 and 2 were held proved 
and Charge No. 3 not proved. Disciplinary Authority on 
23-10-2001 implemented his proposed punishment of 
removal from service. The appeal preferred only affirmed 
the punishment. Out of panic, he could not raise an ID and 
he was compelled to sit content with his terminal benefits 
received under protest. Thus there occurred delay for 
raising conciliation which having failed the present 
reference is occasioned. After having given a punishment 
transfer his removal from service is one in double jeopardy. 
The delinquent act if proved would amount only to 
misconduct under Para-521 (4)(J) of Sastry Award. It does 
not attract extreme punishment awarded. Charge sheet is 
not clear. Clause 521 (4)(J) reads as “Doing any act 
prejudicial to the interests of the bank or gross negligence 
or negligence involving or likely to involve the bank in 
serious loss”. A charge sheet cannot be a conclusive 
statement. It clearly exposes vindictiveness and pre¬ 
determination of the Disciplinary Authority. The delinquent 
act may at the most come under the minor misconduct 
under Para-521 (6)(d) which reads “breach of any rule of 
business of the bank or instruction for running of a 
department” inviting punishment of a warning or a censure, 
or recording an adverse remark or stoppage of increment 
for not more than 6 months. The enquiry proceedings are 
not fair and proper and are against the principles of natural 
justice. The relied documents were not introduced through 
competent witnesses who were also not cross-examined. 
The documents were allowed to be marked in spite of 
objection. The enquiry is sham and farce. The charges 
framed are:— 

(i) that my current account (overdraft) was 
running irregular since 1997 to the tune of 
Rs. 51,250 to Rs. 64,743 due to withdrawal of 
maturity proceeds of NSCs amounting to 
Rs. 60,450. Thus it is alleged that I had 
unauthorisedly utilized a higher overdraft 
facility to the extent of Rs. 64,743 with mala 
fide intention. 
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(ii) that I had failed to have my salary credited 
into my current account as per the laid down 
instructions of the bank, though I was in charge 
, of the establishment section and that l had 

partly credited my salary into my current 
account and partly into savings bank account 
despite specific instructions given to me 
through the branch note with a view to avoid 
scope of my salary being adjusted towards 
the irregularity in the current account. 

It is under a mistaken impression that the face value and 
accrued interest on NSCs purchased by him and given as 
security to the Bank would themselves secure the interests 
of the Bank against such drawings from his said account. 
Thus he happened to credit his salary into his SB Account 
as a practice prevailing. He has not withdrawn proceeds of 
NSC amounting to Rs. 60,450. He made credits of 
Rs. 30,325 on 19-02-1998 and Rs. 10,000 on 28-03-1998 to 
reduce overdraft. There was no unauthorized withdrawal 
at any time. Authority for fixing the drawing power is the 
sole responsibility of a supervising official only. The charge 
sheet issued after the memorandum dated 03-06-1999 is 
silent about the role of Accountant at PB Division. P.Ex.l II 
to P.Ex.lX produced at the enquiry relate only to the staff 
members belonging to Clerical Cadre and below and not 
to Officers cadre. Had the documents in entirety been 
produced, the practice at the branch of crediting the salary 
to SB Account would have come to light. There is official 
bias. P.Ex.Xll sanction of an overdraft of Rs. 1,94,100 does 
not bear date or signature of the authority. The actual 
quantum of drawing power in his Current Account Overdraft 
to hold him guilty that he utilized a higher overdraft facility 
has not been proved. The finding on Charge No. 2 was not 
conclusively proved. The bank officials were not produced 
as witnesses in the enquiry. Similar delinquents in Madurai 
module were let off with minor punishments as in the case 
of P. Mookaiah and 5 others. The punishment imposed is 
disproportionate. 

4. In the Counter Statement the following contentions 
are raised: 

The petitioner has filed the case after a lapse of several 
years on untenable grounds and false and misleading 
statements. He has received all his service benefits and is 
drawing monthly pension. Explanation for delay is not 
genuine and has been one to capture the sympathy of the 
Tribunal. The petitioner’s claim that he was given 
punishment transfer to Madurai branch is false, misleading 
and is denied. The same was a transfer under exigency of 
service. The enquiry was fair and proper and the finding 
was also based on categorical admission by the petitioner. 
Exoneration from Charge No.3 will not automatically relieve 
him from Charge Nos. 1 and 2. The misconduct is not a 
minor one. The petitioner discemibly conceded the charges. 


The bank lost confidence reposed on the petitioner. The 
petitioner has no locus-stand i to compare his case alongwith 
others with totally different facts. The petitioner cannot 
claim equality in illegality and fraud. There is no merit in 
the claim and the same is to be dismissed. 

5. Points for determination are: 

(i) Whether the action of the management in 
awarding the punishment of removal from 
service to the petitioner, is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief the petitioner is entitled ? 

6. On the side of the petitioner, Ex.Wl to Ex. W6 were 
marked and on the side of the Respondent Ex.M 1 to Ex.M 13 
were marked, both on consent. The petitioner on his 
submission had claimed for hearing on the preliminary issue 
as to “whether the domestic enquiry conducted is fair and 
proper”? While it stood for hearing on preliminary issue, 
the petitioner’s learned counsel did not press for hearing 
on the preliminary issue and in fact advanced his arguments 
on the main dispute. The other side also was heard. 

Point No. 1 

7. The claim of the petitioner is challenged as being 
unsustainable on various grounds such as being highly 
belated, as being estopped by reason of the fact that the 
petitioner received all his service benefits and has also 
started drawing his monthly pension, that the explanation 
for the delay offered is not genuine and that the delinquent 
has categorically admitted the charges. He is also not 
entitled to claim equality in respect of illegality and fraud 
committed According to the petitioner, the irregularity 
occurred in the Overdraft Account is due to a mistaken 
impression. Again according to him, due to panic out of 
the punishment imposed, he could not raise the l.D. in time 
and he rested content with his terminal benefits which he 
received under protest but which according to the 
Respondent is not one received under protest. While the 
petitioner attributes double jeopardy in punishment upon 
him taking into account his transfer also according to the 
Respondent the transfer was not a punishment which was 
given in exigency of public service. The enquiry was not 
held proper and was against the principles of natural justice. 

8. The contention that the enquiry was not fair and 
proper or that it was held against the principles of natural 
justice sought to be considered as a preliminary issue was 
later not pressed for and accordingly arguments were 
advanced on either side on the main dispute as to the 
finding of the guilt and the awarding of the punishment of 
removal from service of the petitioner. A perusal of the 
enquiry proceedings and the finding goes to show that 
there has not been anything wrong with them and that the 
finding has been correctly rendered holding the petitioner 
guilty of Charges 1 and 2 which have been discemibly 
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conceded by the delinquent. His challenge against it after 
a lapse of 4 years is not with any genuine explanation. He 
has received all the service benefits and he is getting 
monthly pension regularly. His contention that he could 
not raise any l.D. with panic does not sound to reason. His 
claim for treatment of his case with similar cases in which 
“his so called counterparts” such as P. Mookaiah and 5 
Others without actually being shown that he stands equally 
on the same footing with reference to the facts and 
circumstances cannot be upheld. His claim amounts to 
treating illegality and fraud equally. Now at this distance 
of time the petitioner cannot be heard to say or 
countenanced with any such contentions which are an 
outcome of an afterthought after his having chosen to 
suffer the punishment awarded to him long back vis-a-vis 
the benefits enjoyed and continues to enjoy. There is no 
merit in the claim of the petitioner. Therefore, it is only to 
be held that the action of the Management in removing the 
petitioner from service is only legal and justified and it is 
so found. 

Point No. 2 

The next point to be decided to what relief the 
workman is entitled ? 

9. In view of the above finding, the petitioner is not 
entitled to any relief. 

10. Thus the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 3rd July, 2009) 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the 1 Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 11 Party/Management : None 

Documents Marked 
On the Petitioner’s side 


On the Management’s side 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Ml 

03-06-1999 

Show cause notice to the 
Petitioner 

Ex. M2 

264)6-1999 

Explanation of the Petitioner 

Ex.M3 

034)1-2000 

Charge Memo 

Ex.M4 

294)1-2000 

Reply given by the petitioner 

Ex.M5 

234)6-2000 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ex.M6 

214)6-2001 

Findings of the Enquiry 
Officer 

Ex.M7 

144)8-2001 

Explanation of the Petitioner 

ExM8 

20-09-2001 

Notice for personal hearing 
issued by the Disciplinary 
Authority 

Ex.M9 

23-10-2001 

Further explanation 

submitted by the Petitioner 
to the Disciplinary Authority 

Ex.M10 

03-11-2001 

Orders of the Disciplinary 
Authority 

Ex.Mll 

18-12-2001 

Appeal of the Petitioner to 
the Appellate Authority 

Ex.M12 

31-12-2001 

Further representation of the 
Petitioner to the Appellate 
Authority 

Ex.M13 

04-01-2002 

Orders of the Appellate 
Authority 
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Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 


Extract of current account 
statements from 

January 1997 to 

September 1999 

Ex.W2 

204)2-1997 

Credit voucher for Rs. 60,450/ 

Ex.W3 

— 

Loan application unsigned 
by the official 

Ex.W4 

194)2-1998 

Credit voucher for Rs. 30,225/ 

Ex.W5 

28-03-1998 

Credit Voucher for Rs. 10,000/ 

Ex. W6 


Extract of Para 521 (6)(d) and 
52 H7) of Sastry Award 


[R T^i-12011/34/2007-3nf. 1)] 

TpTR, 3Tfqchl<l 

New Delhi, the 21st July, 2009 

S.O. 2198. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 17/2008) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 21-7-2009. 

[No. L-12011 /34/2007-1R-(B-1>] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 7th July, 2009 
Present: A. N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 17/2008 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947), between 
the Management of State Bank of India and their Workman) 

BETWEEN 

The Dy. General Secretary : I Party/Petitioner 

State Bank’s Staff Union (CC) 

C/o SBI, Zonal Office, Dr. Ambedkar Road 
Madurai-2 

Vs. 

The Dy. General Manager 

State Bank of India, Region-I, Zonal Office 

Dr. Ambedkar Road, Madurai-625002 

II Party/Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner: Sri S. Vaidyanathan 

For the Management: Sri Kannaiah 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-12011 /34/2007-IR(B-I) dated 28-02-2008 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India, Madurai in treating the period from 
19-09-1986 to 28-06-1991 i.e. the, date of dismissal to 
the date of reinstatement in respect of Sri P. 
Murugan, Othakadai Branch as break of service, is 
justified or not? If not, what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
lias numbered it as ID 17/2008 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
respective counsels and filed their Claim and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The case of the petitioner in the Claim Statement 
bereft of unnecessary details is as follows: 

The petitioner while was working as Senior Assistant 
at Othakadai branch of Respondent Bank, then with about 
28 years of service was suspended on 19-09-1985 on certain 
misconduct and thereafter dismissed on 19-09-1986. Appeal 
only confirmed the punishment on 12-09-1987. In Writ 
Petition No. 6624 87. High Court of Madras set aside the 
disciplinary proceedings from the 2nd Show Cause Notice 


date as a result of which the dismissal had no effect and 
the petitioner was again placed in the active service of the 
bank. As per the High Court direction, the Disciplinary 
Authority ought to have put the petitioner in the position 
before the dismissal on 19-09-1986, which was not done. 
Yet the disciplinary proceedings were started from the 2nd 
Show Cause stage treating him to be in active service then 
as provided by the awards and settlements regarding 
service conditions. It was deemed that the petitioner was 
again back to active service with the relationship of master 
and servant restored. The petitioner was again served with 
a 2nd Show Cause proposing the ‘same punishment of 
"dismissal without notice” which was again confirmed 
after a personal hearing on 28-06-1991. On appeal, the 
Appellate Authority reinstated him into service by 
modifying the punishment of dismissal without notice to 
stoppage of increments for 2 years on 18-12-2001 with the 
direction to treat the period of date of dismissal upto the 
date of reinstatement as break of service and also to treat 
suspension period from 19-09-1985 to 19-09-1986 as 
suspension only. As per High Court order it was for the 
Disciplinary Authority to decide ultimately as to how to 
treat the from suspension till final orders are passed. Since 
it was not so decided, it is to be safely concluded that the 
said period of suspension is to be treated as service only. 
The petitioner’s representation to rectify the error of the 
Appellate Authority in the order dated 18-12-1991 to treat 
suspension period as duty was erroneously interpreted as 
an orderofthe Appellate Authority to treat the period from 
the date of first dismissal (20-09-1986) to the date of 
reinstatement (02-01 -1992) as break in service and period 
of suspension (19-09-1985 to 19-09-1986) as suspension 
only. The bank erred to assume that the petitioner was out 
of service from 20-09-1986 to 02-01-1992. With the setting 
aside of the dismissal by the High Court, the petitioner is 
automatically brought to his original position. Appeal 
disposed of was only in respect of the punishment of 
dismissal and not in relation to the dismissal set aside by 
the High Court. Date of dismissal in the direction of the 
Appellate Authority meant only 28-06-1991 and not 

19- 09-1986. The stand of the bank is against the spirit of 
High Court judgment and amounts to double punishment. 
As per the Appellate Authority's orders, the petitioner is 
entitled to full backwages and all attendant benefits and 
service for the period from 19-09-1986 to 28-06-1991. He 
was not even deemed to have been suspended from 

20- 09-1986 to 28-06-1991 and paid the relative subsistence 
allowance as per High Court judgment. It is prayed that the 
period between 19-09-1986 to 28-06-1991 be directed to be 
treated as on duty or on suspension. 

4. In the Counter Statement, the averments bereft of 
unnecessary details are as follows: 

In the Wrii Order, the High Court had also directed 
the Disciplinary Authority to decide as to how to treat the 
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period of absence from date of suspension till final orders 
and awarded punishment of dismissal again on 28-06-1991, 
which in appeal was modified into stoppage of increment 
for two years treating the period as suspension only from 
19-09-1985 to 19-09-1986 and the period from 20-09-1986 to 
02-01-1992 as break of service reinstating the petitioner on 
03-01-1992. The petitioner is not entitled to automatic 
reinstatement as per High Court order. It is false that the 
petitioner is deemed to be in service after setting aside of 
the dismissal by the High Court. The spirit of High Court 
order is not open to challenge once it was accepted by the 
petitioner. He was not at all entitled to rejoin duty during 
the pendency of disciplinary proceedings. Appellate 
Authority has power to modify order of Disciplinary 
Authority. After having accepted the order of Appellate 
Authority and having rejoined duty it is not open to him to 
dispute the validity of the same that too after a lapse of 
several years. The order of Appellate Authority worked 
itself out and the petitioner is acquiesced and estopped 
from questioning it. For the period actually not on duty, he 
cannot claim any benefit. The claim is to be dismissed. 

5. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the treatment of the period from 
19-09-1986 to 28-06-1991 i.e. date of dismissal 
to the date of reinstatement of the petitioner 
as break of service is legal and justified ? 

(ii) To what relief the petitioner is entitled ? 

6. On the side of the petitioner EX.W1 to EX.W15 
were marked. On the side of the Respondent no document is 
marked. No oral evidence has been adduced on either side. 

Point No. 1 

7. The precise question for consideration is whether 
the action of the Management in having treated the period 
from 19-09-19 86 to 2 8-06-1991 that is the date of dismissal 
to the date of reinstatement in respect of the petitioner as 
break of service is justified or not. Admittedly the High 
Court of Madras set aside the -disciplinary proceedings 
from the 2nd Show Cause Notice stage. According to the 
petitioner as a result of said order of the High Court the 
dismissal order lost its effect thereby meaning that the 
petitioner is placed in active service. The date of dismissal 
is 19-09-1986 and at 2nd Show Cause Notice stage prior to 
that the position of the petitioner at that stage is of 
suspension. According to the petitioner, the petitioner has 
then to be reckoned as in active service with the relationship 
of master and servant interse him and the Respondent 
Management. Though the same punishment of dismissal 
was awarded to the petitioner by the Disciplinary Authority, 
the Appellate Authority modified and reduced the 
punishment to stoppage of increment for two years treating 
the period of dismissal upto the date of reinstatement as 
break of service and to treat the suspension period from 
19-09-1985 to 19-09-1986 as suspension only. The petitioner 
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challenges the power of the Appellate Authority to do so 
according to whom such power is only with the Disciplinary 
Authority as to how to treat the period of service of 
suspension till final orders are passed. The prayer of the 
petitioner is that since it was not so done, the period of 
suspension is to be treated as service only. According to 
the petitioner it was for the Respondent Bank to assume 
that the petitioner was in service from 20-09-1986 to 
02-01-1992. When once the dismissal was set aside by the 
High Court petitioner automatically gets reinstated into 
his original position. The petitioner further contends that 
appeal disposed of was only in respect of punishment of 
dismissal. The stand of the bank is assailed by the petitioner 
as being against the spirit of High Court judgment and 
amounting to double punishment. The petitioner claims 
entitlement to full backwages and attendant benefits and 
service from 19-09-1986 to 2 8-06-1991. It is also emphasized 
on behalf of the petitioner that he was not even deemed to 
have been suspended from 20-09-1986 to 28-06-1991. 

8. As against this, the prime contention of the 
Respondent is that the petitioner is not entitled to automatic 
reinstatement or is to be deemed so. He is not entitled to 
join duty during the pendency of disciplinary proceedings. 
The right of the petitioner to challenge the spirit of the 
High Court order that too after having rejoined duty is 
challenged by the Respondent. It further points out that 
the order of the Appellate Authority worked itself out and 
the petitioner is estopped from questioning it. The 
entitlement of the petitioner to claim any benefit during the 
period not actually on duty is also denied. 

9. Bestowing my undivided attention on the rival 
contentions of the parties, I am led to the conclusion that 
the predominant force is on the contentions raised by the 
petitioner than that of the Respondent. It was argued on 
behalf of the petitioner by his learned counsel that when 
once the first dismissal order was set aside by the High 
Court, that is at the stage of 2nd Show Cause Notice, the 
position then obtaining in relation to the petitioner is one 
of suspension. When once the dismissal order is set aside 
by the High Court, though the Respondent/Bank does not 
by an express order puts him back into the position of 
suspension stage or back into active service in the absence 
of an order putting him back into active service his status 
quo ante position as on date of 2nd Show Cause Notice 
which is stage of suspension has either to be restored to 
him or he has to be assumed to be in the stage of suspension 
only. It is a settled position of law that once an employee is 
out of service by dismissal or otherwise a disciplinary 
proceeding cannot be continued against him. This point 
was highlighted before me by the learned counsel of the 
petitioner. This position could be altered only in the event 
of an order being passed by the Respondent/Management 
by putting him back into active service by an express order 
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after the dismissal has been set aside by the High Court 
directing further, disciplinary proceedings to be continued 
at the- stage of 2nd Show caause Notice or by a deeming 
provision. Evidently the Respondent Bank did not put back 
the petitioner into active service pursuant to the High Court 
judgment. In such case, I am of the view that as rightly 
argued by the learned counsel of the petitioner, the 
petitioner has to be deemed to be at the stage of suspension 
onlj. The argument on behalf of the Respondent to the 
contra according to me cannot be sustained. Even if the 
petitioner is not entitled to automatic reinstatement into 
service, he is rightly entitled to be deemed to be in service 
or under suspension. There is also no force in the 
contention of the Respondent that the petitioner has no 
locus-standi to dispute the validity of the order of the 
Appellate Authority to treat the period as break of service 
after he has rejoined duty. It is equally fallacious to argue 
on behalf of the Respondent that the order of the Appellate 
Authority worked itself out and the petitioner is acquiesced 
and is estopped from questioning it because discemibly 
the conduct of the petitioner in having rejoined duty and 
thereafter only having challenged the impugned direction 
of the Appellate Authority does not make any flagrant 
violation or departure of a reasonable or normal conduct of 
a human being similarly placed. The challenge of the action 
as being one taken after a lapse- of several years is also not 
sustainable for the reason that the petitioner has come 
forward with the action within a reasonable time. 
Discemibly the petitioner could be found to have acted 
reasonably by accepting that part of the order of the 
Appellate Authority which was advantageous to him 
leaving the objectionable part to be questioned later in a 
reasonable time. The act of the petitioner in rejoining duty 
could not have been a matter relegated to be done by him 
only after having questioned the objectionable part of the 
direction of the Appellate Authority. According to me 
none of the contentions on behalf of the Respondent 
sounds to reason to tilt a decision against the petitioner 
and in favour of the Respondent. On a well considered 
view of the matter as discussed above, I am of the opinion 
that the treatment of the period of dismissal of the petitioner 
from 19-09-1986 to the date of reinstatement viz. 28-06-1991 
as break of service is not legal or justified. The petitioner is 
entitled to the above said period to be treated as period of 
suspension and the petitioner is entitled to the relief as 
above. 

Point No. 2 

10. The next point to be decided is to what relief the 
petitioner is entitled ? 

In the light of the above finding, the petitioner is 
entitled to the period of dismissal to the date of 
reinstatement i.e. from 19-09-1986 to 28-06-1991 treated as 


period of suspension only and as not as break of service. 
So ordered. 

11. Thus the reference is answered accordingly. 
(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 7th J uly, 2009) 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnessees Examined 

For the 1st Party/Petitoner : None 

For the 2nd Party/Management : None 

Documents marked 
On the petitioner’s side 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

07-02-2007 

Industrial Dispute under Section 
2(k) of the I.D. Act before the 
Conciliation Officer 

Ex.W2 

19-09-1985 

Suspension Order 

Ex.W3 

19-09-1986 

Dismissal Order 

Ex.W4 

12-01-1987 

Order of the Appellat Authority 

Ex.W5 

01-02-1991 

Order in WPNo. 6624/87 

Ex.W6 

28-06-1991 

Order of Dismissal 

Ex.W7 

18-12-1991 

Order ofthe Appellate Authority 
reducing the punishment 

Ex.W8 

16-02-2006 

Letter of the bank to P. Murugan 

Ex.W9 

10-07-2007 

Additional Statement under 
Section 2(k.) before the 
Conciliation Officer 

Ex.WlO 

19-08-2006 

Bank’s reply before the 
Conciliation Officer 

Ex.Wl 1 

10-07-2007 

Minutes of the conciliation 
proceedings 

Ex.WI2 

30-11-2007 

Conciliation Failure Report 

Ex.W13 

28-02-2008 

Order of reference by the 
Ministry of Labour 

EX.W14 

07-03-2008 

Notice from the Office of 
the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal in 1. D. 
No. 17/2008 

EX.W15 

26-03-1991 

Letter of the Respondent/Bank 

On the Management’s side 

Ex. No, 

Date 

Description 


Nil 
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New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2009 

S.O. 2199.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/2007) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of Patiala 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 21-7-2009. 

[No. L-12011/16/2006-IR-(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R. K. YADAV, PRES1DN1G OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDSUTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-NO. I, 

NEW DELHI, KARKARDOOMA COURT 
COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 40/2007 

The General Secretary, 

State Bank of Patiala Employees Union, 

C/o H.No. 1901, Sector-9, 

Faridabad (Haryana). 

.Workman 


Vs. 


The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of Patiala, SCO-70, Sector-5, 

Panchkula (Haryana). 

.Management 

AWARD 

Working hours of bank employees from Monday to 
Friday were decided to be 6-1/2 hours daily 
(7 hours -1/2 hour for lunch) and on Saturday for 4 hours 
only as per various Bipartite Settlements between Bank 
Employees Union and Indian Bankers Association. In case 
of overtime work, overtime wages were to be paid. Rajbir 
Singh, Manish Kumar, Amit Kumar, Ramesh Kumar, Raj 
Singh, Rabinder Singh, Vijay Dahia, Niranjan Kumar, O. P. 
Chauhan, Maha Ram, Ashok Kumar, Prem Kumar, Pyare 
Lai and Smt. Geeta were working in various branches of 
State Bank of Patiala. They were made to work overtime at 
different intervals, but no overtime wages were paid to 
them. When their request was turned down and overtime 
wages were not paid to them, they raised a dispute before 


the Conciliation Officer. Since conciliation proceedings 
failed. Central Government Ministry of Labour vide its Order 
No. L-12011/16/2006-IR(B-I) dated 15-3-2007 has referred 
the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication:— 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Patiala in not paying the overtime wages (as per 
annexure) to the claimant workmen is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled 
to ?” 

2. Claim statement was filed on behalf of the above 
workmen, wherein it was projected that the management 
made them to work overtime at different intervals, for which 
periods they are entitled to overtime wages. According^ 
them a sum of Rs. 116400/- is yet to be paid towards overtime 
wages, for the work performed by them. 

3. Management was called upon to present its stand 
over the matter. During that period, a settlement was 
arrived at between the parties. Shri Kirpa Ram Sharma A/R, 

, General Secretary, State Bank of Patiala Employees Union 
submitted that the dispute between the General Secretary, 
State Bank of Patiala Employees Union and management 
has been resolved amicably. He further presents that now 
there remains no dispute to be adjudicated. His statement 
was recorded in the following terms: 

“Statement of Shri Kirpa Ram Sharma, S/o Shri D. 
D. Sharma, aged 58 years, R/o 1103, Sector 8, Faridabad, 
Haryana. On S.A. 

1 am the Deputy General Secretary of State Bank of 
Patiala Employees Union, Haryana State. 1 have been 
authorised by Shri Prabhu Dayal, General Secretary, 
State Bank of Patiala Employees Union, Haryana 
State, to appear before this Tribunal and to make a 
statement in the matter. As such I am authorized to 
make a statement in the matter. 1 state that dispute 
between the State Bank of Patiala, Punchkula, 
Haryana and the General Secretary, State Bank of 
Patiala Employees Union, Haryana State has been 
resolved amicably. In view of the settlement overtime 
payment of employees posted in 18 branches of 
State Bank of Patiala, throughout Haryana, has 
been made. Since payment of overtime wages has 
been made by the State Bank of Patiala, Panchkula, 
Haryana, now no grievances remained to be 
adjudicated. Consequently, the matter may be 
answered as settled and grievances satisfied.” 

4. In view of the statement made by Shri Kirpa Ram, 
Deputy General Secretary of the State Bank of Patiala 
Employees Union, it is apparent that grievances between 
the parties stands settled and satisfied. Consequently, a 
No Dispute Award is passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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jNle'.v Delhi, the 21st July, 2009 

S.O. 2200.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 155/2000) 
ot Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Central Railway and 
thejr w-.:?x;r-tn. received by the Central Government on 
3 :- 7 - 2009 . 

[No. L-4I0I2/102/93-IR(B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BE* ORE S1IRI A.N.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 

( GIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/155/2000 Date: 30-8-2007 

Petitioner : Shu PrakasitShantaram Pahurkar, 

R/o. Behind Sindhi Colony, 

New Town, Badnera, 

Distt. Amravati (M.S.). Party No. 1 

Versus 

Respondent: The Chief Inspector of Works, 

Central Railway, Murtizapur, 

Maharashtra. Party No. 2 

AWARD 

Dated the 30th August, 2007 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Prakash Shantaram 
Pahurkar, Party No.l and The Chief Inspector of Works, 
Central Railway, Murtizapur, Maharashtra, Party No. 2, 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
Letter No. L-41012/102/1993 -IR(B-I), Dt. 28/03/1995 under 
clause (d) of sub section (I) and sub section (2 A) of Section 
10 of Industrial Disputes, Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the 
following schedule 1 

(2) “Whether the action of the management for not 
issuing notice to Shri Prakash Santaram Pahurkar, workman 
to report for duty in Central Rly. Bhusawal, is proper and 
justified? Can it be treated as Retrenchment and violation 
of Section 25F of the 1. D. Aet, 1947? If not what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 


(3) Petitioner approached this Tribunal with the 
contentions that he was working with the recognized and 
subsidized consumer society’s canteen at Badnera since 
January, 1980 to 1 -3-1989. Then considering his career and 
performance of duties, he was employed as casual labour 
under the Inspector of Works, Central Railway, Bhusawal 
Division at Murtizapur from 20-6-1989 continuously on open 
line. From 20-6-1989 to 29-11 -1989 he worked for more than 
1,20 days as a Casual Labour and has become legible for 
status of permanent temporary employee. On 7-11-89 letter 
no (NG)II/80/CL/25 dated 20-10-80. He was legible for being 
brought on monthly rated casual labours. As such he was 
entitled for the benefits of permanent casual labour under 
the Railway Establishment Code. In a Decasualization 
Scheme dt. 26-11 -1989 he was discharged and was asked 
to report to X.E.N. Central Railway, Manmad. There were 
others 59 employees also were discharged. All the 60 
employees were asked to report at Manmad but when he 
along with other employees went to join at Manmad, they 
all were sent back informing that there was no vacancy to 
absorb them. Then they contacted the Assistant Engineer, 
Central Railway, Akola but they were not allowed to resume 
the duties at Manmad. Latter on all the 60 employees were 
reemployed. The Petitioner requested the Assistant 
Engineer (E), Akola, however he kept mum and did not 
allow him to join. He also made further attempt through the 
union because in the mean time the remaining 59 workers 
were reemployed but, in spite of his request, under a false 
pretext the management did not allow him to join the duties. 
He was not served with the notice about the availability of 
the work at Manmad. Thus according to the petitioner he 
has been retrenched by the respondent though he was 
entitled for regularization without following the procedure 
of retrenchment, which according to him is illegal and he is 
entitled for the reinstatement as well as regularization. 
Finally he has prayed to direct the Respondent/department 
to allow him to resume his duties alongwith continuity in 
service with a full back wages. 

(4) The management appeared and resisted the claim 
by filing his Written Statement. The respondent denied 
that the applicant has completed 120 days and he had 
obtained a permanent status. On the contrary he has 
voluntarily abandoned the services and thus he is not 
entitled for any regularization. It has denied that he was 
engaged as casual labour considering his earlier service or 
his performance during his service with the Consumer 
Society’s Canteen is as he was not working with railways. 
It has denied that the service of the applicant with the 
Consumer Society’s Canteen is under Inspector of Works 
of Railways. It has also denied that it is a wing or branch of 
Railway Organization. A person employed by Co-operative 
Consumer Society cannot be treated under the control and 
in service of Railways. The petitioner was never employed 
by the Railway Administration. Similarly it has denied that 
the petitioner has completed continuous work for 120 days. 
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He was absent and was on unauthorized leave for 29 and 1/ 
2 days during the period from 20-6-1989 to 29-11-1989. 
Excluding the unauthorized absence he worked only for 
104 day. He being surplus casual worker was discharged 
from 30-11 -89 on compilation of the work along with other 
59 surplus casual labours as provided in the rules. As the 
work was not available at Manmad, all the employees were 
asked to report on work of the bridge work at Borgaon. 
Accordingly all other 59 workers reported at Borgaon but 
the applicant did not turn and join the duties. As he has 
not completed 120 days continuous service he has not 
achieved a status of permanent temporary employee of the 
Railways. At the material time there was instruction to 
engage the casual workers the management reemployed 59 
workers. All the 60 persons were asked to go to Borgaon 
for bridge work. On 1-4-1990 accordingly all the 59 workers 
except the petitioner joined the work. They were reemployed 
since the petitioner did not attend work. Thereafter he was 
continuously absent from the work. Hie other 59 employees 
were continued. As the petitioner did not attend he could 
be sent for Medical Examination. Since the petitioner himself 
abandoned the service he is nether entitled for the benefits 
under Section 25-F of I.D. Act. Therefore there is no 
question of compliance of the provisions of retrenchment. 
The management has finally prayed to answer the claim in 
negative. 

(5) In order to prove the respective contentions, the 
petitioner examined himself and respondent examined 
Mr. Khandare S.M., Junior Engineer Gr. 1. 

(6) At the outset it can be said that the contentions of 
the petitioner regarding the earlier service from January, 1980 
to 1-3-1989 has no relevance because it was not at all a 
service under Railway/respondent. It seems that the father 
of the petitioner was working in the Consumer society’s 
Canteen and he might have engaged in the canteen but it 
even by stretch of imagination cannot be a in the service of 
Railways even though it might be recognized and subsidized. 
Even the petitioner is claiming 120 days excluding the period 
of service in the canteen. The submissions of the petitioner 
in this respect cannot be accepted. 

(7) Main grievance of the petitioner is that the 
management did not issue any notice to him asking to 
report for duty in Central Railway, Bhusawal. According to 
him it was obligatory on the management to issue a notice 
or at least display on the Notice Board mentioning where 
the work was available and to remain present. Since the 
management did nof issue such notice and did not allow 
him to join the work in spite of his written request dated 
06-1-1990, 7-1-1990 and 17-1-1990, is amounting to 
retrenchment for which the compliance of Section 25-F of 
l.D. Act was necessary. Similarly the engagement of his 
juniors is also a breach of mandatory provisions of 1. D. 
Act. While according to the management he has never 
acquired the status of permanent casual labour as he had 
not completed 120 days continuous service. Therefore the 


question is whether the petitioner had worked continuously 
for more than 120 days during the period from 20-06-1989 
to 29-11-1989. 

(8) In fact the submissions of the petitioner are vague 
and not disclosing the exact the order when notice was 
necessary. He has simply mentioned at the time of calling 
for duty in Central Railway. He has not disclosed the place 
where he could not joined due to the non receipt of notice. 
The management after completion of work at Murtizapur, 
asked all the 60 casual labours to attend the work firstly on 
a bridge at Manmad. Later on as the work was not available 
at Manmad, they were directed to report at Borgaon where 
the work was available. Accordingly all the 59 casual 
labours reported on the work at Borgaon and they were 
engaged or given reemployment. The management was 
ready to provide the work to the petitioner also but 
according to it the petitioner did not attend and he 
voluntarily abandoned the work. His name was struck off 
from the Master Roll after 3 days of his absence. The 
management has denied that the petitioner had gone either 
to Manmad or to Borgaon. As he was absent he could be 
confirmed though his juniors who joined the work at 
Borgaon were later on made permanent. Thus the 
submissions of the petitioner are vague enough as to when 
he was expecting a notice. Whether it was regarding to 
attend the work at Manmad or at Borgaon? The petitioner 
is claiming that he had gone to Manmad along with other 
59 casual labours, but the Engineer sent them back. If he 
had really gone to Manmad, it means he had a notice of 
availability of work at Manmad. So far as the availability of 
work at Borgaon is concerned, all the casual labours were 
informed at Manmad and they all except the petitioner joined 
the duty at Borgaon. If he had gone to Manmad, he must 
have a notice regarding the availability of the work at 
Borgaon along with the other 59 workers. This indicates 
that the petitioners had not gone to attend the work at 
Manmad though he had a notice. It also proves that the 
management had given the notice of the availability of the 
work at Borgaon. As per rules the notice is expected to be 
displayed on Notice Board and even oral notice can not be 
ruled out. When all were informed at Manmad to join at 
Borgaon it was oral notice to all. It can not be said that there 
was no notice at all. It is not at all necessary to serve each 
member with a written notice obtaining the receipt 
thereof. 

(9) The management has denied that the petitioner 
has gone to Manmad. The evidence of Mr. Khandare 
supports it. Similarly one casual labour from the 59 workers 
namely Bhimrao Shivram has filed his affidavit disclosing 
the petitioner was not with them either at Manmad or at 
Borgaon as he had not come at all. It seems that the 
petitioner taking advantage of returning all 59 workers due 
to non availability of the work is making false statement 
that he had gone to Manmad. There is ample evidence to 
prove that he had not gone either to Manmad or to Borgaon 
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though the management has displayed the notice about the 
availability of the work at Manmad as well as at Borgaon. 

(10) Now let us turn to the another aspect of the case 
regarding 120 days continuous working of the petitioner. 
He claims to have worked for more than 120 days between 
the period from 20-6-1989 to 29-11-1989 and he achieved 
the status of permanent temporary employee, while the 
management is denying it. According to it he was absent 
for 29 and Vi days unauthorizedly during the above period 
which amounts to break and cannot be excluded while 
considering the continuous service. While according to 
the petitioner his absence was authorized. It means there 
are no disputes regarding the facts that the petitioner 
worked between the period 20-06-1989 to 29-11 -1989. 

(11) There are disputes regarding the actual date 
when he was discharged but even the Statement of Claim 
is not clear enough to disclose the exact date on which he 
was discharged. It makes no difference for counting the 
days. Similarly there is nothing on record to show that the 
petitioner was on authorized leave. Besides this the 
management has produced a statement showing the 
attendance of the petitioner in each month and on 
calculation according to the management he was absent 
for 29 and 14 days which was unauthorized absence. As 
indicated above the petitioner no doubt petitioner has 
denied it but there is nothing on record to indicate that he 
was present on all the days i.e. 130 days and absence if any 
was authorized. The management has filed a copy of a 
circular of Govt, of India, Ministry of Railways (Rail 
Mantralaya), Railway Board, dtd. 8-6-1981. On page No. 06 
at a caption-C, the break in service is described. This 
indicates that for the purpose of counting of 120 days 
continuous employment the absence of workman under 
Medical treatment in connection with the injuries sustained 
on duty covered by the provisions under the Workman’s 
Compensation Act and authorized absence not exceeding 
20 days including 3 days unauthorized absence for personal 
reason will not be considered. It means even the authorized 
absence for more than 20 days can not considered and 
only 3 days unauthorized absence with in those 20 days 
only can be ignored. Here the petitioner was absent for 29 
and Vi days and therefore it will amounting to a break 
without even considering aspect of permanency on 
completion of 120 days. However it is clear that there is no 
evidence to show that he was taking any treatment that 
too for the injuries sustained while on duty. 

02) It is pertinent to note that the applicant though 
he had approached to the CGIT had filed a Original 
Application bearing No. 111/1995 before the Central 
Administrative Tribunal at Mumbai with the prayer of 
reinstatement and that was dismissed by the Hon’ble CAT. 
The applicant filed a Review Petition again before the 
Hon’ble CAT and that was also dismissed. Again the 
management has filed at Annexure 8, a copy of order of the 
Original Application No. 664/1999 which shows that he 


had again approached to CAT with the same prayer and 
the Hon’ble CAT had rejected the prayer of the petitioner 
on merit. The Hon’ble CAT had also concluded that the 
petitioner can not claim that he has completed 120 days. 
The petitioner while approaching before the Hon’ble CAT 
had suppressed the pendency of the reference before CGIT 
and he suppressed though he has amended the Statement 
of Claim after considerable delay when the final arguments 
w'ere heard. He was allowed to amend but the amended 
Statement of Claim is also silent about the orders of the 
Hon’ble CAT. 

(13) The counsel for the petitioner had submitted 
that he had made representation on 06-1-1990,07-1-1990 
and 17-1-1990 requesting the management to allow him to 
join the work but as he was absent for continuous 3 days, 
his name was struck off from the Muster and he was not 
allowed to join. According to the counsel for the petitioner 
there is no rule to struck off the name after 3 days and 
therefore according to him there was no reason for not 
allowing to join the service. Here is question whether the 
petitioner has completed 120 days continuous service as 
a Casual Labour for obtaining a status of permanent 
Casual Labour. Undisputedly previously he was Casual 
Labour on daily wages. No doubt there is no rule 
prescribing the particular number of days of absence but 
it can not be at the sweet-will of the Casual Labour to 
attend the work on the days after remaining unauthorized 
absence. In such circumstances it can not be said that the 
management has wrongly removed his name when he was 
absent from the work particularly when he was directed 
to attend. Therefore the defence of the management that 
he abandoned the work voluntarily appears to be proper. 
It does not amount either to the termination or to the 
retrenchment. Therefore in my humble view he can not 
claim on the basis of his attendance which is less than 
120 days, a permanency in the service and the benefits of 
Section 25-F of l.D. Act. In the result the reference 
deserved to be rejected. According 1 pass the negative 
Award. 

Date: 30-8-2007 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
21 2009 
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New Delhi, the 21st July, 2009 

S.O. 2201. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.69/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No.New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between theemployers in relation to the 
management of All India Radio and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-7-2009. 

[No. L-42011/107/2007-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR RK.YADAV PRESIDING OFFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM LABOUR COURTNO.l, NEW DELHI 
KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 69/2007 

Shri Rishi Pal, 

Through Shri B.K. Prasad, 

Janvadi General Kamgar Mazdoor Union, 

C/o. Room No. 95, BarrackNo. 1/10, 

Jam Nagar House, New Delhi-110011. Workman 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, 

All India Radio, 

Metro Division-I, 

Kings way Camp, 

Delhi-110009. Management 

AWARD 

Rishi Pal joined services with C.P.W.D. as muster 
roll beldar on 1-5-86 . His services were terminated on 
30-6-86. Aggrieved by that order he moved an application 
before the Central Administrative Tribunal, which was 
granted. He was reinstated in services w.e.f. 18-9-92. Om 
Wati , a muster roll beldar was engaged by CPWD on 
24-10-88. Her services were regularized on 8-1-94. Similarly 
Thakur Das was employed as muster roll beldar on 1st of 
November, 88, whose services were regularized on 8-1-94. 
Rishi Pal claimed regularization of his services with the 
management, since his juniors were regularized. His request 
was not conceded to. Janwadi General Kamgar Mazdoor 
Union espoused his claim and raised a dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer. Since conciliation proceedings failed, 
the appropriate Government referred the dispute to this 
Tribunal vide order No. L-42011/I07/2007-IR(DU) dated 
20-9-2007 with following terms: 

“Whether the demand of the Janwadi General Kamgar 
Mazdoor Union for regularization of services of 
Shri Rishi Pal, w.e.f. 8-1-94, by the management of 
All India Radio is legal and justified? If yes, to what 
relief the workman is entitled to?” 


2. Rishi Pal filed his claim statement detailing there 
in that he joined services with the management as beldar 
on 1st of May, 86. His juniors, namely Smt. Om Wati and 
Thakur Dass were regularized w.e.f. 8th of January, 94. 
Thakur Dass was also granted financial upgradation under 

A. C.P. scheme after completion of 12 years of regular 
service on 7-1-06. Request was made to the management 
vide letter dated 7-6-06 seeking regularization of his 
services, which request was not responded to. It was 
pleaded that the action of the management in not 
regularizing, his services criminatory, unjustified and illegal. 
He claims regularization of his services w.e.f. 8-1-94, in the 
pay scale of Rs. 2550-3200, besides financial upgradation 
in the scale of Rs. 3050-4590. 

3. Instead of filing written statement to the claim of 
the workman, the management submitted a letter written 
by the Executive Engineer (Civil), Metro Division No. II, 
Civil Construction Wing, All India Radio, Kingsway Camp, 
New Delhi, wherein it is mentioned that services of Rishi 
Pal beldar has been regularized w.e.f. 19th of March, 93 as 
per order dated 9th of July, 2009, alongwith the said letter 
order No.EE(C-II)/WC/1/2009-10/972 dated 9-7-09 has been 
filed. Thus, the management projected that service of Rishi 
Pal Beldar has been regularized w.e.f. 19-3-93. 

4. Shri A.P.Gupta A/R for the management also 
confirmed those very facts in his statement recorded by 
the Tribunal. His statement is reproduced in extenso as 
follows: 

“Statement of Shri A.P. Gupta A/R of the 
management, chamber No. 287, Delhi High Court Chambers, 
Shershah Road, Delhi, without oath. 

I am authorized representative of the management, 
hence competent to make statement on their behalf. 
Services of Shri Rishi Pal has been regularized w.e.f. 

19th of March, 1993. A communication to this effect has 
been sent by Executive Engineer, Metro Division II, Civil 
Construction Wing, All India Radio, Kingsway Camp, 
New Delhi, which is Ex.M-1. Letter issued by Shri 

B. K.Behra, Executive Engineer (Civil) A.K.B, regularising 
services of Rishi Pal w.e.f. 19-3-93 is Ex.M-2. Since 
services of Shri Rishi Pal has been regularized w.e.f. 
19th of March, 1993, now there remains no dispute 
between him and the management. Reference may be 
answered accordingly. ” 

5. In view of these facts it is apparent that services 
of Rishi Pal has been regularized by the management w.e.f. 
19th of March, 93. Certain apprehensions are raised by 
the workman contending that order EX.M2 speaks of his 
regularization in service from the date of his joining. In 
view of the statement made by Shri Gupta, it is expedient to 
command that when Shri Rishi Pal would submit his joining 
report it would give effect of services deemed to have been 
joined on 19-3-93, in pursuance of regularization orders. 
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He would be paid wages in the scale of Rs. 250-940, which 
has been revised to Rs. 2550-3200. Financial upgradation 
would be given to him under ACP scheme on completion 
of 12 years of regular service on 19-3-2005, in the pay scale 
of Rs. 3050-4590. An award is accordingly passed. It be 
sent to the appropriate Government for publication. 

Dated: 17-7-09 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
21 t, 2009 
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New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2009 

S.O. 2202. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 17/2008) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between theemployers in relation to the 
management of M/s. NEPC Airlines and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-7-2009. 

[No. L-l 1012/9/2008-1. R.(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA NAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P.L. Norbert, B. A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 

(Monday the 6th day of July, 2009, 15th Asadha, 1931) 



I.D. No. 17/2008 

Worker : 

Shri Philips C. Abraham, 

Mulakilethu House, Kottakkam, 
Mavelikara-690 101, Kerala 


By Adv. Shri. C. Anilkumar. 

Management 

: M/s. NEPC Airlines, 36, Wallajah 

Road, Chennai. 


By Adv. Shri P. Veeramuthu. 

This case coming up for hearing on 06-07-2009, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed the 
following. 


AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10 (l)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act challenging the order of termination 
of the management. 

2. Though both sides entered appearance the 
management has not filed written statement and the 
management is remaining absent continuously. There is 
not even a representation for the management when the 
case came up today for written statement of the management 
after repeated postings. It has to be presumed from the 
circumstances that the management is not seriously 
disputing the claim. It is unnecessary to keep the case 
pending without even the submission of written statement 
by the management. Therefore I find that the termination 
of the worker from service w.e.f. 1-3-1997 without following 
the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act is illegal and 
unjustified. 

In the result &n award is passed finding that the 
action of the management of NEPC Airlines, Chennai in 
dismissing the workman Sri. Phillips C. Abraham from 
service w.e.f. 1-3-1997 is illegal and unjustified and he is 
entitled to be reinstated with back wages with all 
consequential benefits. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 6th 
day of July, 2009. 

P.L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
Appendix-Nil 
H^ferft, 21 2009 
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New' Delhi, the 21 st July, 2009 

S.O. 2203. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 175/ 
2002) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of ONGC and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-7-2009. 

[No. L-30012/131/1998-1. R.(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA NAWAS, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24th day of March, 2009 
Industrial Dispute No. 175/2002 
BETWEEN: 

The General Secretary, 

ONGC Contract Worker’s Union, 

(INTUC),D.No. 47-2-8/1, 

Gandhipuram, Rajahmundry-533103. ...Petitioner/Union 
And 

The General Manager, 

ONGC Ltd., K.G.Project, 

Danavaipeta, 

Rajahmundry-533103 ....Respondent/Management 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Sri S. V. Somalingam , Advocate 
For the Respondent : Sri M. N. Aditya, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
orderNo. L-30012/131/98-IR(C-I)dated30-3-1999 referred 
the following dispute under Section 10(!)(d) of the l.D. 
Act, 1947 for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Visakhapatnam transferred to this Court in 
view of the Government of India, Ministry of Labour's 
order No.H-11026/1/200 MR(C-II) dated 18-10-2001 bearing 

l.T.LD.(C), No. 10/99 and renumbered in this Court as l.D. 
No. 175/2002 between the management of ONGC Ltd., and 
their workmen. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of ONGC Ltd., 
Rajahmundry in not regularizing the services of 122 
contract labour (List enclosed) who are working in a 
permanent and perennial nature of work in ONGC Ltd., 
K..G. Project, Rajahmundry in contravention to the 
notification issued by the Government of India is justified? 
If not, to what relief the concerned workmen are entitled? ” 

2. The Petitioner union submitted their claim statement 
stating that the 122 contract labour are workmen of the 
Respondent management and hence, they are entitled for 
regularization oftheir services in ONGC Ltd., Rajahmundry. 

3. Respondent filed counter. It is submitted that the 
work is purely project-wise and has no permanent work to 
be performed at Rajahmundry. It is further submitted that 
the persons listed in the annexure were being engaged by 
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the contractors purely on temporary basis as the work of 
the management itself is project wise in nature. Hence, the 
reference be answered in favour of the management. 

4. On 1-4-2003, records pertaining to this case were 
transmitted to the Hon'ble High Court of A.P., as the 
Respondent management filed WP No. 24493/2002 as per 
Hon’ble High Court of A.P., Hyderabad orders. 

5. File received from Hon’ble High Court of A.P., 
Hyderabad. On 24-3-2009 both parties called absent. 
Hon ble High Court of A.P., has quashed the term of 
reference and proceeding of this tribunal by its order dated 
30-6-2008, as such, the case is closed. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 24th day of 
March, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the 
Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

21 2009 

■5T3TT. 2204.-3^)01+ frtRK 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 17 ^ t)', 4^*1 tTcf 

^ T\ 44Pl+ fcfctK ■*? TR+TC 

3iWiP|c*i Tf I ^ W (RTF RRsTT 

17/2006) S+lftld f, 4RT+T7 4 21 -7-2009 

^ 3FRT f3TT RTI 

[tf. W-l 1012/15/2006-3^ 3TR(4.-I)J 
FFTf StfV+lfl 

New Delhi, the 21st July, 2009 

S.O. 2204. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 17/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No.l New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Livewel Aviation Service (P) Ltd., 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21 -7-2009. 

[No. L-l 1012/15/2006-lR(C-I)j 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 


2811 GI/09—8 
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annexure 

BEFORE DR. R K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 17/2006 

Shri Vinod Kumar S/o Shri Harish Singh, 

C/o Delhi Pradesh Kamgaar Ekta Sangh (Regd.), 

RZF/53, Sitapuri, Part-11, 

New Delhi-110045. ....Workman 

Versus 

M/s Livewel Aviation Service Private Limited, 

8/2, MehramNagar, Opposite-Palam Airport, 

New Delhi. ....Management 

AWARD 

Vinod Kumar was working as sweeper at Delhi office 
of M/s. Livewel Aviation Service Private Limited 
(hereinafter referred to as the management). He was paid 
monthly wages at Rs. 2863. He was transferred to Bangalore 
office of the management on 10-10-2004. He claimed that 
his son fell ill and as such he came to Delhi for his 
treatment . On 26-11-04 he went to Delhi office of the 
management to join his duties. He was not allowed to 
resume his duties. His services were terminated. Vinod 
Kumar raised a dispute before the Conciliation Officer. 
When Conciliation proceedings failed, the appropriate 
government referred the dispute vide order No. L-11012/ 

15/2006-1 R(CM-1) dated 01-06-2006 to this Tribunal with 
the following terms: 

“Whether the action of the management of Livewel 
Aviation Services Pvt. Ltd., 8/141, Mehram Nagar, 
Opp. Palam Airport, Ground Floor, New Delhi-10 in 
terminating /discontinuing the services of Shri Vinod 
Kumar, S/o Shri Harish Singh, Utility- Hand /Safai 
Karamchari w.e.f. 26-11-2004 is just, fair and legal ? If 
Not. to w-hat relief is the concerned workman 
entitled 9 ” 

2. Claim statement was filed by the workman pleading 
therein that he was an employee of the management and 
getting a sum of Rs. 2863 as his wages. The management 
deducted Rs.500 PM for continuous six months as security. 
His work was to the entire satisfaction ofthe management. 
He projects that his signatures were obtained on some 
documents w-ritten in English as well as on some plain 
papers and thereafter he was taken to Bangalore in an 
aeroplane on 10-10-04. He was made to work in Banglore 
office ofthe management. No assurance was given to him 
concerning his return to Delhi. He received an information 
about ailment of his son. He moved leave application and 
asked for fare for inw ard journey. No fare was given. His 
leaves were not sanctioned. He was told orally that after 
treatment of his son he can join Delhi office of the 
management. On 26-11 -04 he went to Delhi office alongwith 


medical certificate of his son. Original copy of leave 
application was taken. However he was not allowed to join 
duties. He raised a demand on 17-12-04. When he went to 
Delhi office of the management, Manager talked on 
telephone at Bangalore Office. He was not taken on job. 

His earned wages were not paid. His termination is in 
violation ofthe provisions of Section 25 F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. He claimed reinstatement of his 
services with continuity- and full back wages 

3. Contest was given to the claim by the management 
pleading that the management is a private limited company, 
having its corporate office at 9, Naryan Udyog Bhawan, 
Lai Baug Industrial Estate, Dr. Ambedkar Road, Lai Baug, 
Mumbai-400012. The management has its branch office at 
8/2, Mehram Nagar, opposite Palam Airport, New Delhi. It 
has been pleaded that appropriate Government was the 
State Government, hence reference before this Tribunal is 
not competent. It is pleaded that the claimant was appointed 
as a “ Trainee Utility 1 land ” in terms of appointment letter 
dated 27-10-03. He had suffered misconducts and gross 
negligence during training period. He tendered written 
apology number of times. He did not improve his habit and 
conduct, therefore, he was not found fit to be absorbed 
permanently. He w-as sent to Banglore on 9-10-2004 for a 
period of six months on deputation from 10-10-04 to 
31-3-05. He was informed that he was entitled to travel back 
to Delhi at the cost ofthe management, after completion of 
six months deputation period. He left Banglore office without 
any prior information or permission of his superiors. He 
absented from duties and was suspended for three days 
from 31-10-04 to 2-11 -04. He quarreled w ith his superiors on 
2-11 -94 and for that misconduct he tendered written apology. 
Considering his past conduct, he was relieved from services 
vide letter dated 8-2-05. It is pleaded that the workman was 
not regularized in services. His services were dispensed with 
in pursuance ofthe terms ofthe appointment letter. He is not 
entitled for reinstatement in services. 

4. The workman had abandoned the proceedings. 
Registered notice was sent to him on 22-6-09. Postal article 
was received back with the report that he was not residing 
at the given address. Notice was sent to the workman 
through Delhi Pradesh Kamgaar Ekta Sangh (Regd.), RZ¬ 
F/53 Sita Puri Part -V, New Delhi, the address provided by 
the appropriate Government, in reference letter. Therefore, 
it is evident that the workman was not available at the 
given address. Consequently the Tribunal could not lay 
its hands on the workman to call him to prosecute his claim. 

5. Affidavit of Shri Mahesh Kaushik w-as tendered 
in evidence on behalf of the management, wherein facts 
pleaded in the written statement has been reaffirmed. Out 
of facts sworn by Shri Mahesh Kaushik , it came to light 
that the management is a private' limited company, engaged 
in providing services and manpower to its clients. 
Therefore, in relation to the dispute between Shri Vinod 
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Kumar and the management, the Central Government is 
not the appropriate Government. Clause (a) of Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) 
defines the appropriate Government. For the sake of 
convenience the said definition is reproduced as 
follows:— 

“appropriate Government” means— 

(i) in relation to any industrial dispute concerning 
any industry carried on by or under the authority 
of the Central Government, or by a railway company 
or concerning any such controlled industry as may 
be specified in this behalf by the Central Government 
or in relation to an industrial dispute concerning a 
Dock Labour Board established under section 5A 
of the Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment) 
Act, 1948 (9 of 1948), or the Industrial Finance 
Corporation of India Limited formed and registered 
under the Companies Act, 1956 (1 of 1956) or the 
Employees’ State Insurance Corporation 
established under sectibn 3 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948(34 of 1948), or the Board of 
Trustees constituted under section 3A of the Coal 
Mines Provident Fund and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act, 1948(46 of 1948), or the Central 
Board of Trustees and the State Boards of Trustees 
constituted under section 5 A and section 5B, 
respectively, of the Employees’ Provident Fund and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952(19 of 1952), or 
the Life Insurance Corporation of India established 
under section 3 of the Life Insurance Corporation 
Act, 1956(31 of 1956), or the Oil and Natural Gas 
Corporation Limited registered under the Companies 
Act, 1956(1 of 1956), or the Deposit Insurance and 
Credit Guarantee Corporation established under 
section 3 of the Deposit Insurance and Credit 
Guarantee Corporation Act, 1961 (47 of 1961), or 
the Central Warehousing Corporation established 
under section 3 of the Warehousing Corporation 
Act, 1962 (58 of 1962) or the Unit Trust of India 
established under section 3 of the Unit Trust of 
India Act, 1963(52 of 1963), or the Food Corporation 
of India established under section 3, or a Board of 
Management established for two or more 
contiguous States under section 16, of the Food 
Corporations Act, 1964 (37 of 1964), or the Airports 
Authority of India constituted under section 3 of 
the Airports Authority of India Act, 1994(55 of 1994) 
or a Regional Rural Bank established under section 
3 of the Regional Rural Banks Act, 1976 (21 o f 1976), 
or the Export Credit and Guarantee Corporation 
Limited or the Industrial Reconstruction Bank of 
India Limited, the National Housing Bank 
established under section 3 of the National Housing 
Bank Act, 1987 (53 of 1987), or an air transport 
service, or a banking or an insurance company, a 


mine, an oil field, a Cantonment Board, or a major 
port, the Central Government, and 

(ii) in relation to any other industrial dispute, the 
State Government.” 

6 . As projected by the management, it is a private 
limited company having its registered office at Mumbai 
and branch office at Delhi. It provides service and manpower 
to its clients. Therefore, affairs concemig the management 
nowhere falls within the ambit of Industry carried on by or 
under the authority of the Central Government. In that 
situation it is the State Government who is appropriate 
Government in relation to any dispute concerning the affairs 
of the management and the workman, as enacted by clause 
(a) of section 2 of the Act. It emerges over the record that 
without application of any mind the present dispute has 
been referred to this Tribunal. 

7. As projected by Mahesh Kaushik the workman 
was employed as a “Trainee Utility Hand”, whose work 
and conduct was not found satisfactory. He misconducted 
himself, for which he tendered apology letters time and 
again. Considering his work and conduct the management 
opted not to continue him in the job. His services were 
dispensed with, in pursuance of terms and conditions 
contained in his appointment letter Ex.MWl/2. Under these 
circumstances it emerges that services of the workman were 
dispensed with in accordance with the terms and conditions 
of his service. 

8 . In view of the fact that the Central Government 
was not appropriate Government in relation to the dispute 
between Vinod Kumar and the Management, the present 
reference is not competent. Under these circumstances it 
is not expedient to adjudicate the terms of the reference 
and to ascertain justifiability, fairness and legality of the 
action of the management ,in terminating services of Vinod 
Kumar. The reference is accordingly answered. A copy of 
the award be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dr. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 13-7-09 


M 22 ^rri 2009 

^r.3TT. 2205.-3Mte1^K 3rfVfwt, 1947 (1947 
=0T 14) 17 ^ 4, *K=hK 31TF 

SFJsp* 3 ffe 3tWl)Pl<b facfK 4 TOTC 

alfaqui (-tf^'OTTT 122/2005) ^ 

cReft t, ^ 22-7-2009 ^ 1[3TI 

[U T^-12014/1/2009-3TT£ 307.(41. I)] 

3T5PT ‘^rqrc, srfwfl 




THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:AUGUST 15, 2009/SRAVANA24, 1931 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O.. 2205. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 122/2005) 
of Central Government Industrial Triburial-cum-Labour 
Court. Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-20(D. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-lR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BI T ORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
i: FRjAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 

AT HYDERABAD 

u ■■ o :;:-j Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
.■■■-. J the 24th day of February, 2009 
' uastria! Dispute L.C. No. 122/2005 
BETWEEN 

Si i Duppada Krishnamurthy, 

S/o D. Kairanna, 

R'oH No. 17,Gol!a Village, 

Tii -nguthanppara Post, 

Min MaraU 1 i.vdalmri, 

Sr’! A:.- iJi^nict-518222. ....Petitioner 

•W V) 

. . , General Manager, 

• :v i •. i*l India, 

. - ia! GTi ice, R TC Complex, 

Vi&akhnpamain. .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

' the Petitioner: M/s C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy and 

S. Vijay Venkat^sh, Advocates 

the Respondent: Sri B. G. Ravindra Reddy, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

Tin: ease was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Humble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3)LLJ Supplement, page 1141 inW.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Non-Messenger on 1-1-83 in SBI Hiramandalam Branch of 
the respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 
1 -1 -83 to 31 -7-88 for a period of 112 days. He was empanelled 


in the year 1989 and was absorbed by the Respondent in 
the year 1989. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He 
prays this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him 
as a regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary-employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 
petitioner called absent while Respondent’s counsel is 
present. Petitioner is not attending to this case for last two 
years, as such, his evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award is 
passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 24th 
day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined 

Petitioner for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

22 ^Tlf, 2009 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2206.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
7/2005) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-IR (B-1 )j 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 5th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C.No. 7/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Chandam Yogaiah, 

S/o Musalaiah, 

R/o Boreddipalli Junction, 

Boreddipalli (Post), 

Tripuranthakam (M), 

Prakasam District. ...Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief General M anager (Personal), 

State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, 

Bank Street, Koti, 

Hyderabad. .. .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s S. Prasada Rao, 

C.V. Vysampayan, C. Bala 
Subramanyam & K, Bharathi, 
Advocates. 

For the Respondent: : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy & 

B, V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri. U. Chinappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 


2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondent questioning the action of the Respondents in 
terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Water Boy in June, 1980 in Respondent organization at 
Hyderabad. He worked from June, 1980 to March, 1997 for 
a period of 317 days. He was empanelled in the year 1994. 
He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He prays this Court 
to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a regular 
employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as 
shown by him in his claim statement. As such this petition 
is liable to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support of their respective contentions. Petitioner filed his 
chief examination affidavit on 25-9-2006. Later he did not 
turn up for cross examination. 

5. On 5-2-2009 petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. Petitioner is not attending 
to this case for the last three years, as such, his evidence is 
closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 5th day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Append ix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 
the Petitioner Respondent 

WW 1; Sri Chandam 
Yogaiah NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2207.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 9/2005) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1 /2009-IR (B-1)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 3rd day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C.No. 9/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri INarayana, 

S/o Yellaiah, 

R/oH. No. 125, NTR Colony, 

Govindraopeta Village & Mandal, 

Warangal District-506 334. ....Petitioner 

AND 

The Asst. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Personnel & HRD, Local Head Office, 

Bank Street, Koti, 

Hyderabad. .. . .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy 

& S. Vijay Venkatesh, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy, 

P. Srinivasulu& B.V. 
Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 


AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3)LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri. U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondent questioning the action of the Respondents in 
terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 1-3-90 in SBI Govindrapeta Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 1-3-90 
to 29-3-90 for 25 days and from 19-8-91 to 18-9-91 for a 
period of 31 days. He was terminated orally on 29-3-1997. 
He prays this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate 
him as a regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 29-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as 
shown by him in his claim statement. As such this 
petition is liable to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support of their respective contentions. On 3-2-2009 none 
responded from the side of the petitioner while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. The case is fixed for 
Petitioner’s evidence who is absent as such, the case is 
dismissed in absence of workman. 

Award passed accordingly, Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 3rd day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 

the Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2208.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.68/2005) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
Hyderabad and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-1R (B-1)] 

A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 1st day of May, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C.I.D. No. 68/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri P. Srinivas, 

S/o Ramulu, C/o A.P. Industrial 
Employees Union, “House of Labour”, 

King Kothi Road, Hyderabad-29. ....Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Dy. General Manager, 

Personal Department, 

State Bank of Hyderabad, 

Gunfoundry Head Office, Hyderabad. 

2. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of Hyderabad, 

Bellavista Branch, Somajiguda Branch, 

Hyderabad. . . .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner ; M/s. N. Meenakshi, C. 

Lavanya&G. Sailaja, 

Advocates 

For the Respondent : Sri Ch. Siva Reddy, Advocate 


AWARD 

This is a petition filed under Sec. 2 A (2) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High 
Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 83 95 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and 
M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others by Sri. P. 
Srinivas challenging the illegality and validity of the order 
passed by the Respondent dated 6-6-2005 thereby the 
services were orally terminated by the Respondent. 

2. It has been stated by the Petitioner that he was 
appointed by the Respondent as casual labour from 
18-6-1996 and was posted under 2nd Respondent where 
the Petitioner worked for more than 240 days continuously 
without any break in that year on a wage of Rs. 50 per day. 
The Petitioner has worked in that capacity formore than 14 
years but he was not made regular. When the Petitioner 
insisted for regularization and asked for the correct payment 
of wages then the services of the Petitoner were terminated 
on 6-6-2005 without any written order or following the due 
procedure. Before that the Petitioner made a representation 
dated 19-5-2005 to regularize his services and pay arrears 
of wages as per the wages paid to the casual labourer of 
Kakatiyanagar branch who raised ID No. 35/2001 which 
was decided on 24-9-2002 and the casual labour of the 
Kakatiyanagar branch were given wages as per rules and 
they were also paid arrears of the wages. The Petitioner 
moved a petition to follow the procedure of 
1 /3rd pay after two years one half of pay after another two 
years and 3/4th pay after another two years. The Petitioner 
further served a reminder on 31 -5-2005 but no action was 
taken by the Respondent management. The action of the 
management in orally terminating the services of the 
Petitioner is illegal and against the principles of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. The Hon’ble High Court of A.P. in WP 
No. 15555/93 directed the Respondent to consider the cases 
of the Petitioners of that case. Another WP No. 18436/2004 
decided on 11-10-2004, the Hon’ble High Court of A.P., 
directed the Respondent to pass appropriate order on the 
observations of the regular employees. But the Respondent 
has not obeyed that order also. Hence, this petition. 

3. The Respondent management has filed counter 
statement. They have challenged the maintainability of the 
claim petition. The Respondent has submitted that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days. He was 
not on the rolls of the bank as such, the, question of 
termination of the services did not arise, the allegation to 
this effect is baseless and misconceived. The bank has 
never engaged Petitioner in their employment nor the 
vacancies were notified, the Petitioner was engaged for 
casual work when his services were required by the bank. 

He was never employed as regular or a full day worker. He 
is not entitled for the benefit Sec.25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, because he was engaged to work as 
and when the bank required services of the Petitioner, he 
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was employed for that date only. The Petition has no force 
and deserves to be rejected or dismissed. The Petitioner 
can not claim any advantage from the order passed in WP 
No. 15555/93 orWPNo. 18436/2004because the Petitioner 
was not a party to this petition. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidence. Petitioner filed his affidavit as examination in 
chief and presented himself for cross examination. He has 
filed documents marked as Exs.Wl to W23. Respondent 
bank has filed affidavit of Mr. Ch. Surender Raju as MW 1, 
as examination in chief and presented him for cross 
examination. Respondent has also filed xerox copy of the 
award dated 24-9-2004 passed in ID No. 35/2001. Copy of 
the order of Hon ‘ble High Court of A.P. passed in WP 
No.15555/93 between Vishnu Kumar and K. Raju Vs. M.D., 
State Bank of Hyderabad. Letter of the Personnel depart¬ 
ment No. PER.GR.VI/7777 dated 28-3-2005 to 
Sri N. Rama Krishna and another letter addressed to 
Sri V. S. Krishna Chary, another letter to Sri K. Vijaya Kumar 
informing them that the bank is not in a position to absorb 
them in the bank’s services. 

5.1 have heard counsels for both the parties and have 
perused the relevant claim and counter statements of the 
parties, documentary and oral evidences filed by them. It 
has been argued by the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner 
that the Petitioner has challenged the oral order of termina¬ 
tion without following the procedure laid down u/s 25F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 because the Petitioner has 
already put in more than 240 days of service under the man¬ 
agement and control of the Respondent Nos. 1 and 2. Thus, 

non-observance of the provision of Sec. 25F in this case is 
fatal and it cut the very root of the termination order because 
the compensation u/s 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 has not been paid in this case. As against this argu¬ 
ment of the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner, the Learned 
Counsel for the Respondent bas argued that the Petitioner 
of this case has not been able to show and prove that he has 
worked for more than 240 days in the year preceding the 
alleged date of termination of his services. The Petitioner 
has not produced any appointment letter to show as to when 
he was appointed in the bank’s services. The Learned Coun¬ 
sel for Respondent has cited the statement of the Petitioner 
dated 1-3-2006 wherein, during cross examination the Peti¬ 
tioner has admitted that he was not given any appointment 
order. The Respondent’s counsel has further cited the oral 
statement of the Petitioner dated 1-3-2006 wherein the Pe¬ 
titioner has stated that he was not assured in the writing 
for regularization. The Petitioner has stated that he worked 
on the extension counter of the Respondent bank at R TI 
office. The Petitioner has stated that Respondent bank has 
not recruited anybody as temporary employee for the last 
five years. A suggestion has been given to the Petitioner 
by the Respondent that he has not worked for more than 
240 days in a year, though the Petitioner has denied the 


suggestion but the Petitioner on his own has not filed any 
documentary or other reliable evidence which may prove 
that the Petitioner has worked for more than 240 days in 
the year preceding date of his termination. Learned 
Counsel for the Respondent has argued that it is the duty 
of the Petitioner before the Industrial Tribunal to prove 
that he has worked for more than 240 days in the year 
preceding the date of termination of the services then, 
only the Petitioner’s shall be entitled for the benefit of 
Sec.25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The Petitioner 
of this case has not been able to prove that he has worked 
for more than 240 days preceding the date of his 
termination as such, the provisions of Sec.25F of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 is not applicable in the present 
case and non-observance of the procedure of Sec. 25F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 does not made the order 
of disengagement illegal. 

6 . The Petitioner has filed Ex. W3 xerox copy of the 
Identity card issued to the Petitioner as casual labour, when 
this I Card was issued is not clear. When the Petitioner was 
appointed is not clear. Ex. W 19 is recommendatory letter of 
the Respondent, the Branch Manager recommending for 
the absorption of P. Srinivas on consolidated wages. Ex.Wl 
letter dated 11 -3-89 for absorption of three employees which 
is not concerned with the present petition Exs.W 11 and W 
12 are not concerned with the present case. Exs.W 11 to W 
14 are letters for re-sending and receiving the clearing bags 
through the Petitioner in the year 2002. Exs.W 17 and W 18 
are letters to deliver high value clearance through P. Srinivas. 
Ex.W 22 is the letter of Respondent to the State President, 
A.P. Industrial Employees Union informing him that 
K. Santosh Kumar, P. Srinivas, V.S. Krishnachary, Bhuraram 
and Sri N. Ramakrishna are not workmen within the meaning 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 because they are engaged 
on day to day basis depending upon contingency and they 
have no right for regularization. On the basis of these docu¬ 
ments the Petitioner’s counsel has argued that the Peti¬ 
tioner has worked from 2002 to 2005 regularly and he has 
completed 240 days, this shows and proves that the Peti¬ 
tioner has been engaged on those dates when there is work 
available with the Respondent. There is no document to 
prove that the Petitioner has continuously worked for more 
than one day at one stretch of a time, this proves the conten¬ 
tion of the Respondent that the Petitioner was engaged only 
on those dates when there was work available with the 
Respondent and thus the nature of engagement of the Peti¬ 
tioner was for a single day. He was engaged at the begin¬ 
ning of the date and his services were disengaged on the 
close of the day. Thus there is no proof or evoat of evidence 
to substance the contention of the Petitioner that he was 
continuously working for 240 days or even for single week. 

7. Learned Counsel for the Respondent has further 
argued that the Petitioner has no right to claim 
regularization or absorption in the services because he 
was never appointed as a regular casual labour or daily 
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wage worker. Since the Petitioner was not engaged on the 
regular basis he cannot claim benefit of absorption or 
regularization. The services of Petitioner were on the day 
to day basis, thus, he has no legal right to claim 
regularization or claim the benefit of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. 

8 . I have considered the above argument of the 
Learned Counsels for the parties and have also gone through 
the documents cited above and the statement of the 
Petitioner. In his statement, the Petitioner has nowhere stated 
that he has continuously worked for more than 
240 days. He himself has admitted that no appointment letter 
was given to him and within last five years no person has 
been employed by the Respondent bank as temporary em¬ 
ployee. This statement was recorded on 1-3-2006 from the 
own admission of the Petitioner it is proved that since 2001 
onwards nobody was employed by the Respondent bank or 
recruited by the Respondent bank. Hence, the contention of 
the Petitioner that he is working since 2001 or beyond 2001 
is misconceived based on no evidence and not fit to be 
believed by this Tribunal. It is undisputed that the Petitioner 
has been engaged when the Respondent bank has work to 
be done on a particular date, thereby the Petitioner was 
engaged for a day’s work as and when required by the 
Respondent management. The Petitioner was never 
appointed or recruited as a regular employee of the bank, his 
services were disengaged on the close of the day as such, 
he cannot claim the benefit of Sec. 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and Respondent bank has not committed 
any illegality in not following the provisions of Sec. 25F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Since the Petitioner was 
engaged for a day’s work after the close of the day Petitioner 
did not remain the employee of the bank, therefore, he has 
not completed more than 240 days in the year preceding the 
date of his disengagement from the employment. There was 
no need to follow the procedure of Sec.25F, Petitioner’s 
disengagement is neither illegal nor it is in violation of the 
principles of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and no 
interference can be done in the action of the management. 
The Learned Counsel for the Respondent has cited case of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India reported in 2008( 10) page 1 
Official Liquidator Vs. Dayanand and others wherein the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has quashed the appointment 
of a company paid staff because they have not come through 
the proper channel and by their absorption in the service, 
meritorious persons were not given opportunity or could 
not avail the opportunity to compete for the best. He has 
further cited the case law reported in 2006( I) Decisions Today 
(SC) page 493 of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the 
matter between the Secretary, State of Karnataka & Others 
Vs. Umadevi & others, wherein the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
of India has held that the public employment should be 
made in accordance with the rule - Temporary employees or 
daily worker or contractual workers have no enforceable 
legal right to be permanently absorbed into service. 


9. On the basis of above two case laws of Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India, the Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent has submitted before this court that if this 
tribunal comes to a conclusion that the Petitioner was daily 
rate worker, even though in the light of the judgment of 
Umadevi, daily wage worker have no enforceable legal right 
to claim for absorption. More so, in this case, the Petitioner 
has not been able to prove that he was a regular daily wage 
worker. But from the evidence available on the record it is 
clear that the Petitioner was engaged by the Respondent 
management for only those days when there was work 
available with the management. Thus, the nature of 
employment of the Petitioner was that of a purely daily rate 
worker, whose employment was terminated at the end of 
the day and thus he was not entitled to claim even daily 
wage work from the Respondent management. Thus, the 
disengagement of the Petitioner, who was not appointed 
following rules of appointment is not fit to be governed by 
the principles of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The 
disengagement cannot be questioned before this tribunal 
because Petitioner was not a workman within the meaning 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

10 . I have considered the above argument and I 
have also come to the conclusion that form the evidence 
on record it is proved that Petitioner was engaged for the 
day’s work and his services or engagement were terminated 
by the end of the day. As such, the Petitioner cannot claim 
regularization on the basis of such casual engagement. 
The action of the management in disengaging the services 
of the Petitioner is neither illegal nor against the principles 
of Industrial Disputes Act. It cannot be questioned before 
this tribunal, the Petitioner has not been able to prove his 
case for declaring the action of the management as illegal 
or arbitrary and Petitioner is not entitled for any relief. 

Award pased accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her, corrected by me on this 1st day of 
May, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined 

Petitioner for the respondent 

WW1: Sri P. Srinivas MW 1 : Sri Ch. Surender 

Raju 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. W 1 : Copy of lr. No. PER/GR. VI/F. 22/2279 from the 
Personnel Manager, Admn. to the Regional 
Manager, for permanent absorption under l.D. 
Act dt. 11-3-1989. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CE3NTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 3rd day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 134/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Nallapothala Ramanjaneyulu, 

S u N Ob Peso 

H'->:..j-uram Village, 

A.mdalatn, 

..m; As.-dricr . ..Petitioner 

AND 

I be Deoutv General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zona! Office, Renigunta Road, 

Tirumithi, Chitioor District ... .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

■ Li .ioner ; Sri S. Vijay Venkatesn. 

Advocate 

For the Respondent : ; M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy & 

B.V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri. U. Chinappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 18-8-1988 in SBl Gooty Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 
18-8-88 to 5-7-90 for 169 days and from 20-5-91 to 28-7-91 
for a period of 70 days. He was empanelled for 
regularization in the year 1992 and was absorbed as 
Messenger in 1992. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. 
He prays this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate 
him as a regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 


temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support of their respective contentions. On 3-2-2009 none 
responded from the side of the petitioner while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. The case is fixed for 
Petitioner’s evidence who is absent as such, the case is 
dismissed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly, Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Pham Gown Persona) Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 3rd day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evideuct 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined sdr :he 
the Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

Acrfi, 22 2009 
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sfcpm 

New Delhi, tire 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2210.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 130/ 
2005) of Central Government Industrial Tribunai-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Centra! 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1 /2009-1R (B-l)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
! V5K S h i AL TRI BUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 130/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri D Devadunam, 

S/o D. Chinna Keshanna, 

R o i f.No 26/9. Clngaramanpeta, 

Done, Kurnool District-518222. ....Petitioner 

AND 

\ ne \sstt. General Manager, 

Nate Bank of India. 

Personnel & 11RD, Local Head Office, 

Bank Street... Koti. 

Hyderabad. . .. .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar 

Reddy, G. Srinivasa Reddy & 
S. Vijay Venkatesh, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy & 

B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This ease was taken m view of the judgment of the 
t ion'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
( D 1.1.J Supplement, page 1141 inW.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3 - 8 - ! 095 between Sri. U. Chinappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 24-5-1988 in SB1 Done Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 
24-5-88 to 2-12-88 for a period of 88 days. He was empanelled 
m the year 1989 and was absorbed by the Respondent in 
the year 1989. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He 
prays tins Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him 
as a regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3 As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner It. is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman b> tire respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 


temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support of their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 
petitioner called absent while Respondent’s counsel is 
present. Petitioner is attending to this case for last two 
years, as such, his evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award is 
passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 24th 
day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Append ix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 

the Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

Tf 22 ^i, 2009 
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^ 7 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2211.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 129/ 
2005) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-1R (B-1)] 
A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT 
ATHYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No-129/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Thappela Aveeranna, 

S/o T. Chinnagagilappa, 

R/o H.No. 202,7th Ward, Harijana Veedhi, 

Gooty, Anantpur District-515401 ....Petitioner 

AND 

The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, Renigunata Road, 

Tirupathi ... .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar 

Reddy, G. Srinivasa Reddy & 
S. Vijay Venkatesh, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy & 

B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3)LLJ Supplement, page 1141 inW.P.No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri. U. Chinappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Non-Messenger on 9-4-81 in SB1 Gooty Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 9-4-81 
to 31 -12-82 for a period of 178 days. He was empanelled in 
the year 1989 and was absorbed by the Respondent in the 
year 1989. He was terminated orally on 31 -3-1997. He prays 
this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a 
regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 


temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 
petitioner called absent while Respondent’s counsel is 
present. Petitioner is not attending to this case for last 
two years, as such, his evidence is closed. Hence, Nil 
Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly, Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 
24th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 
the Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M feft, 22 2009 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

5. O. 2212.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 123/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[ No. L-12014/l/2009-lR(B-l)3 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24th day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 123/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Gudisa Pedda Erranna, 

S/oG. Nettikailu, 

R/o 8-3-78, JOth Ward, Geoiy, 

Anantpur District -5 i 540!. .Petitioner 

AND 

Srhinik■ : . i 

Z.OUUi oiljce. I UiUHt.'i K.Oj'l. 

Tirupathi. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE'S 

M/s. Vijaya Shekar Reddy 

G, Srinivasa & S. Vijay 
Venkatesli, Advocates 
Shri B. G. Ravindra Reddy 
& B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and 
M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Non-Messenger on 7-7-81 in SBI Gooty Branch of 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 7-7-81 
to 30-9-81 for a period of 86 days. He was empanelled in 
the year 1989 and was absorbed by the Respondent in the 
year 1989. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He 
prays this court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him 
as a regular employee with all consequential benefits, 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 


temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 
Petitioner called absent while Respondent’s counsel 
present. In absence of Petitioner or his witness, his 
evidence is closed. Hence Nil Award is passed in absence 
of evidence. 

Award passed aocou'Iir.gK T-imsmn. 

Dictated to Suit. P. Thun; Govt ri. Pet sotwl Av:.y-v 
transcribed by her an i corn-:.;i.y ion u m 
24th day of Felvani ;v, T. a • /. 

VED id-ARAS! j GAUR, Pressing Officer 

Kadi-: .oevidcrK - 

W Hist.-'. e'-UiU'ii . •" •: 

for i he 

for the Petition: : ■ .dec.. 

Na NIL 

D- • 'harked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
Nit* 

nf frr^fl , 22 2009 

W. 3tT. 2213.—ISfiT3#lfWf, 1947 (1947 
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[R. ttqT- 12014/1 /2009“3Tlf3TR(^t.})] 
3T3P7 RpR, ^37 RftpRlfr 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

5. O. 2213.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 124/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-I R(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding 0nicer 
Dated the 24th day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 124/2005 
BETWEEN 

Srt Damian Nagendra, 

S/o Bandar i Vhippanna, 

R/o66i, 8th Ward, Behind Old SB!, 

Gooiy. Anantpur (district-- 51540 i. .Petitioner 

AND 

1 he Depuly General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal office, Reniguma Road, 

hrupaihi. - Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner M/|. C Vijayu Shckar Reddy, 

G, Srinivasa Reddy & S. Vijay 
Venkatesh, 

Advocates 

for the Respondent M/s- B. 0. Rnvmdra Reddy 
& B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

S his ease vvits taken in view ol the judgment ol the 
Hon'hle High Court ofAndhra Pradesh reported in I no ; 

( V) I .i.i Suppienwuii, page i 14 l in W 1*. No. ol 1989 
O.uini ,'tsg I oo5 belvveen Sri y Ctnnnapjia and 
M/{s. i. '< at on Corporation oi India and two others, 

i '3 he Petitioner tiled this petition against the 
R e-,ponds hi s otmsjioning the action oi the Respondents 

in termiha nny, him I le submitted that he way appointed 

as Non.Messenger on m 4I ui SB! Gooty Branch of 

the Respondeat honk. He worked m different spells 
t j iiiii c DN l to 51*12-HI for a period of 88 days. He was 
empanelled m die year 1989 and was absorbed by the 
Respondent m the year 1980. lie was terminated orally 
on 3 I -3-1997 He prays this court to direct the 
Respondents to reinstate hint as a regular employee 
with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
pGtoioner W is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/$wceper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated front 
service on 31-3-1997. U is further submitted that under 
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exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 
Petitioner called absent while Respondent’s counsel is 
present Petitioner is not attending to this case tor last two 
years, as such, his evidence is closed. !lence, Nil Award 
is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit 

Dictated to Smt. P Phani Gown, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 24th 
day of February, 2009. 

VI I) PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 
for the Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 

4 22 ipt 2009 

W, iff, 2214 ^-ll^bT^ 1947 

{ 1047 44 14 ) Tl m\7^ ifpPH 0,11^#t#1 %• 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

5. (), 2214—fit puriuanee of Section |7 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 nf 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 69/2005J 
qf the Central Government Industrial Tribunal ^cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of Hyderabad and their workmen, received by the Centra! 
Government on 22-7-2009, 

[No. L-12014/1/20094R(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 1st day of May, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L. C. I. D. No. 69/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Bhuraram, 

S/o Babaram, 

C/o A. P. Industrial Employees Union, 

“House of Labour”, King Kothi Road, 

Hyderabad-29. .Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Dy. General Manager, 

Persona! department, 

State Bank of Hyderabad, 

Gunfoundry Head Office, 

Hyderabad. 

2. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of Hyderabad, 

Bellavista Branch, Somajiguda Branch, 

Hyderabad. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. N. Meenakshi, C. 

Lavanya and G. Sailaja, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : Shri Ch. Siva Reddy, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

This is a petition filed under Sec. 2 A (2) of the I .D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High 
Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others by Sri K. Santhosh 
Kumar challenging the illegality and validity of the order 
passed by the Respondent dated 6-6-2005 thereby the 
services were orally terminated by the Respondent. 

2. It has been stated by the Petitioner that he was 
appointed by the Respondent as casual labour in 
May, 2001 and was posted under 2nd Respondent where 
the Petitioner worked for more than 240 days continuously 
without any break in that year on a wage of Rs. 50 per day. 
The Petitioner has worked in that capacity for more than 14 
years but he was not made regular. When the Petitioner 
insisted for regularization and asked for the correct payment 
of wages then the services of the Petitioner were terminated 
on 6-6-2005 without any written order or following the due 
procedure. Before that the Petitioner made a representation 


dated 19-5-2005 to regularize his services and pay arrears 
of wages as per the wages paid to the casual labourer of 
Kakatiyanagar branch who raised ID No. 35/2001 which 
was decided on 24-9-2002 and the casual labour of the 
Kakatiyanagar branch were given wages as per rules and 
they were also paid arrears of the wages. The Petitioner 
moved a petition to follow the producer of 1 /3rd pay after 
two years one half of pay after another two years and 3/4th 
pay after another two years. The Petitioner further served 
a reminder on 31-5-2005 but no action was taken by the 
Respondent Management, the action of the management 
in orally terminating the services of the Petitioner is illegal 
and against the principles of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
The Hon’ble High Court of A. P. in WP No. 15555/93 
directed the Respondent to consider the cases of the 
Petitioners of that case. Another WP No. 18436/2004 
decided on 11-10-2004, the Hon’ble High Court of A.P., 
directed the Respondent to pass apporopriate order on the 
observations of the regular employees. But the Respondent 
has not obeyed that order also. Hence, this petition. 

3. The Respondent management has filed counter 
statement. They have challenged the maintainability of the 
claim petition. The Respondent has submitted that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days. He was 
not on the rolls of the bank as such, the question of 
termination of the services did not arise, the allegation to 
this effect is baseless and misconceived. The bank has 
never engaged Petitioner in their employment nor the 
vacancies were notified, the Petitioner was engaged for 
casual work when his services were required by the bank. 
He was never employed as regular or a full day worker. He 
is not entitled for the benefit Sec. 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, because he was engaged to work as 
and when the bank required services of the Petitioner, he 
was employed for that date only. The Petition has no force 
and deserves to be rejected or dismissed. The Petitioner 
can not claim any advantage from the order passed in WP 
No. 15555/93 or WP No. 18436/2004 because the Petitioner 
was not a party to this petition. 

4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidence. Petitioner filed his affidavit as examination in 
chief and presented himself for cross examination. He has 
filed documents marked as Ex. W1 to W7. Respondent bank 
has filed affidavit of Mr. Ch. Surender Raju as MW1, as 
examination in chief and presented him for cross 
examination. Respondent has also filed xerox copy of the 
award dated 24-9-2004 passed in ID No. 35/2001. Copy of 
the order of Hon’ble High Court of A.P. passed in WP 
No. 15555/93 between Vishnu Kumar and K. Raju Vs. M.D., 
State Bank of Hyderabad. Letter of the Personnel 
department No.PER.GR. Vi/7777 dated 28-3-2005 to Sri N. 
Rama Krishna and another letter addressed to Sri V. S. 
Krishna Chary, another letter to Sri K. Vijaya Kumar 
informing them that the bank is not in a position to absorb 
them in the bank’s services. 
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5 . 1 have heard counsels for both the parties and 
have perused the relevant claim and counter statements 
of the parties, documentary and oral evidences filed by 
them. It has been argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner that the Petitioner has challenged the oral order 
of termination without following the procedure laid down 
u/s 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 because the 
Petitioner has already put in more than 240 days of service 
under the management and control of the Respondent 
Nos. I and 2. Thus, non-observance of the provision of 
Sec. 25F in this case is fatal and it cut the very root of the 
termination order, because the compensation u/s 25F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has not been paid in this 
case. As against this argument of the Learned Counsel for 
the Petitioner, the Learned Counsel for the Respondent 
has argued that the Petitioner of this case has not been 
able to show and prove that he has worked for more than 
240 days in the year preceding the alleged date of 
termination of his services, because the Petitioner has not 
produced any appointment letter to show as to when he 
was appointed in the bank’s services. The Learned 
Counsel for Respondent has cited the statement of the 
Petitioner dated 1-3 -2006 wherein during cross- 
examination the Petitioner has admitted that he was not 
given any appointment order. The Respondent’s counsel 
has further cited the oral statement of the Petitioner dated 
1 -3-2006 wherein the Petitioner has stated that he was not 
assured in the writing for regularization. The Petitioner 
has stated that he worked on the extension counter of the 
Respondent bank at RT1 office. The Petitioner has stated 
that Respondent bank has not recruited anybody as 
temporary employee for the last five years. A suggestion 
has been given to the Petitioner by the Respondent that 
he has not worked for more than 240 days in a year, though 
the Petitioner has denied the suggestion but the Petitioner 
has on his own has not filed any documentary or other 
reliable evidence which may prove that the Petitioner has 
worked for more than 240 days in the year preceding date 
of his termination. Learned Counsel for the Respondent 
has argued that it is the duty of the Petitioner before the 
Industrial Tribunal to prove that he has worked for more 
than 240 days in the year preceding the date of termination 
of the services then, only the Petitioner shall be entitled 
for the benefit of Sec.25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 

1947. The Petitioner of this case has not been able to prove 
that he has worked for more than 240 days preceding the 
date of his termination as such, the provisions of Sec.25F 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is not applicable in 
the present case and non-observance of the procedure of 
Sec.25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 does not 
made the order of disengagement illegal. 

6 . However, the Petitioner has filed Ex.WI letter dated 
11-3-89 for absorption of three employees which is not 
concerned with this present petition. Ex.W2 is dated 
29-12-99 regarding absorption of temporary employees on 


consolidate wage. Ex.W4 is the letter dated 1-7-2002 
proposal-cum-application for appointment forwarded to 
Head Office, by the Respondent No.2 for the Petitioner. 
On the basis of this document, the Petitioner’s counsel 
has argued that the Petitioner has worked from 2002 to 
2005 regularly and he has completed 240 days, 
Respondent’s counsel argued that the Petitioner has been 
engaged on those dates when there is work available with 
the Respondent. There is no document to prove that the 
Petitioner has continuously worked for more than one day 
at one stretch of a time, this proves the contention of the 
Respondent that the Petitioner was engaged only when 
there was work available with the Respondent and thus 
the nature of engagement of the Petitioner was for a single 
day. He was engaged at the beginning of the date and his 
services were disengaged on the close of the day. Thus 
the re is no proof or evoat of evidence to substance the 
contention of the Petitioner that he was continuously 
working for 240 days or even for single week. 

7. Learned Counsel for the Respondent has further 
argued that the Petitioner has no right to claim 
regularization or absorption in the services because he 
was never appointed as a regular casual labour or daily 
wage worker. Since the Petitioner was not engaged on the 
regular basis he cannot claim benefit of absorption or 
regularization. The services of Petitioner were on the day- 
to-day basis, thus, he has no legal right to claim 
regularization or claim the benefit of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. 

8 . I have considered the above argument of the 
Learned Counsels for the parties and have also gone 
through the documents cited above and the statement of 
the Petitioner. In his statement, the Petitioner has nowhere 
stated that he has continuously worked for more than 240 
days. He himself has admitted that no appointment letter 
was given to him and within last five years no person has 
been employed by the Respondent bank as temporary 
employee. This statement was recorded on 1-3 -2006, from 
the own admission of the Petitioner it is proved that since 
2001 onwards nobody was employed by the Respondent 
bank or recruited by the Respondent bank. Hence, the 
contention of the Petitioner that he is working since 2001 
or beyond 2001 is misconceived based on no evidence 
and not fit to be believed by this tribunal. It is undisputed 
that the Petitioner has been engaged when the Respondent 
bank has work to be done on a particular date, thereby the 
Petitioner was engaged for a day’s work as and when 
required by the Respondent management. The Petitioner 
was never appointed or recruited as a regular employee of 
the bank, his services were disengaged on the close of the 
day as such, he cannot claim the benefit of Sec.25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and Respondent bank has 
not committed any illegality in not following the provisions 
of Sec.25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Since the 
Petitioner was engaged for a day’s work after the close of 
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the day Petitioner did not remain the employee of the bank, 
therefore, he has not completed more than 240 days in the 
year preceding the date of his disengagement from the 
employment. There was no need to follow the procedure 
of Sec.25F, Petitioner’s disengagement is neither illegal 
nor it is in violation of the principles of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 and no interference can be done in the action of 
the management. The Learned Counsel for the Respondent 
has cited case of Hon’bie Supreme Court of India reported 
in 2008( 10) pages 1 Official Liquidator Vs. Dayanand and 
others wherein the Hon’bie Supreme Court of India has 
quashed the appointment of a company paid staff because 
they have not come through the proper channel and by 
their absorption in the service, meritorious persons were 
not given opportunity or could not avail the opportunity 
to compete for the best. He has further cited the case law 
reported in 2006( 1) Decisions Today (SC) page 493 of the 
Hon’bie Supreme Court of India in the matter between the 
Secretary, State of Karnataka & Others Vs. Umadevi & 
others, wherein the Hon’bie Supreme Court of India has 
held that the public employment should be made in 
accordance with the rule - Temporary employees or daily 
worker or contractual workers have no enforceable legal 
right to be permanently absorbed into service. 

9. On the basis of above two case laws of Hon’bie 
Supreme Court of India, the Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent has submitted before this court that if this 
tribunal comes to a conclusion that the Petitioner was 
daily rate worker, even though in the light of the judgment 
of Umadevi, daily wage worker have no enforceable legal 
right to claim for absorption. Moreso, in this case, the 
Petitioner has not been able to prove that he was a regular 
daily wage worker. But from the evidence available on the 
record it is clear that the Petitioner was engaged by the 
Respondent management for only those days when there 
was work available with the management. Thus, the nature 
of employment of the Petitioner was that of a purely daily 
rate worker, whose employment was terminated at the end 
of the day and thus he was not entitled to claim even daily 
wage work from the Respondent management. Thus, the 
disengagement of the Petitioner, who was not appointed 
following rules of appointment is not fit to be governed 
by the principles of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The 
disengagement cannot be questioned before this tribunal 
because Petitioner was not a workman within the meaning 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

10 . 1 have considered the above argument and I 
have also come to the conclusion that from the evidence 
on record it is proved that Petitioner was engaged for the 
day’s work and his services or engagement were terminated 
by the end of the day. As such, the Petitioner cannot 
claim regularization on the basis of such casual 
engagement. The action of the management in 
disengaging the services of the Petitioner is neither illegal 
nor against the principles of Industrial Disputes Act. It 


cannot be questioned before this tribunal, the Petitioner 
has not been able to prove his case for declaring the action 
of the management as illegal or arbitrary and Petitioner is 
not entitled for any relief. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 1st day of 
May, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
A ppendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner for the 

Respondent 

WW 1: Sri Bhuraram MW1: Sri Ch. 

Surender Raju 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 


Ex.WI 

: Copy of Ir.No.PER/GR.VI/F.22/2279 from the 
Personnel Manager, Admn. to the Regional 
Manager, for permanent absorption under ID 
Act, dt. 11-3-1989. 

Ex.W2 

: Copy of Ir. Dt. 29-12-99 reg. Absorption of 
temporary employees on consolidate wage. 

Ex.W3 

: Coy of Circular for payment of bonus dt. 
5-6-2002. 

Ex.W4 

: Copy of proposal for appointment forwarded 
to Head Office by the Respondent No. 2 
dt. 1-7-2002. 

Ex.M5 

: Copy of Ir. of personnel department to all the 
branch managers etc. directing to terminate 
immediately dt. 3-6-2005. 

Ex.W6 

: Copy of reply to WW 1’ s union President on 
representation made by the union dt. 2-7-2005 

Ex.W7 

: Copies of Petty cash vouchers. 


Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex.MI 

: Copy of award of CGIT cum Labour Court, 
Hyderabad dt 24-9-2002. 

Ex. M2 

: Copy of order in WP No. 15555/1993 dt. 28-3-97. 

Ex.M3 

: Copy of order in WP No. 18436/2004 
dt. 11-10-2004. 

Ex.M4 

: Copy of Ir. of State Bank of Hyderabad head 
office to Sri N. Rama Krishna dt 28-3-2005. 

Ex.M5 

: Copy of Ir. of State Bank of Hyderabad to Sri 
V.S. Krishnachary dt. 28-3-2005. 

ExM6 

: Copy of Ir. of State Bank of Hyderabad to Sri 
K. Vijay Kumar dt. 28-3-2005. 
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^ fcrril, 22 2009 

W. 3ff. 2215.—3?fei)p|ch pMI< SlfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) T& *m 17 ^ W^K -&Z 3Tfa 

jMtw":* fNr^jf 4 )sj, 

aqrgw 3 fife 3^Pi+ t^K 3 ^BK alkftfli* 

3Tfe^r/?R -MMIdq, ^4<HK (tMwTT 226/2004 ) 

Wilfrid ^BTcft t, ^ HM 22-7-2009 ^ 

^an «n i 

[U T^T-12014/l/2009-3Hf31R(^. I)] 
3T^I etjHK, 3?fV«bi<| 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S. O. 2215.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award 
(Ref. No. 226/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal -cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/l/2009-IR(B-I)] 

AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated, the 5th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 226/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri V. Deva Dasu, 

S/o Ramulu, 

R/o 7-1 -632/24/1, Bapu Nagar, 

Sanjeeva Reddy Nagar, 

Hyderabad—500 038 .Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief General Manager (Personal), 

State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, 

Bank Street, Koti, Hyderabad. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. S. Prasada Rao, C.V. 

Vysampayan & C. Bala 
Subramanyam, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy 

& B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates. 


AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and 
M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Water Boy in April, 1981 in Respondent organization at 
Hyderabad. He worked from April, 1981 to March, 1997 for 
a period of 3 59 days. He was empanelled in the year 1994. 
He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He prays this court 
to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a regular 
employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. Petitioner filed his 
chief examination affidavit on 20-10-2006. Later he did not 
turn up for cross examination. 

5. On 5-2-2009 Petitioner called absent while m 
Respondent’s counsel is present. Petitioner is not attending 
to this case for the last three years, as such, his evidence 
is closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of 
evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 5th day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner for the 

Respondent 

WW 1: SriV. Deva Dasu NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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M fa#, 22 lent 2009 

3TT. 2216. — 3^01+ faiK SlfefPW, 1947 (1947 
14) # EKT 17 ^ 3FJTTP4 fr, TITLE T&Z ifa 3TTT 

ffeq7 ^ wfa ^ tto frfafar 3fir 4»*k>k)' ^ #3, 

3TJ# Tf aMPl* frtER 3 TELE 3tk)fj|<*>' 

Mmi 234/2004) 
fa 3R»lftra 47(t t, fa fafal TELE fa 22-7-2009 fa 3ITET 

1 3TT «H i 

[U x^-I2014/l/2009-3^3TE(^.I)] 
3EEt LHK, fafahlO 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S. O. 2216.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award 
(Ref. No. 234/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal -cunt-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 22-7-2009. 

[ No. L-12014/ l/2009-IR(B-1)] 

A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BE FORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present * Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 3rd day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 234/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri M. Pulianna, 

S/o M. Vannurappa, 

R/o 1-120, Vajrakarur(Vill. & Mandal) 

Ananlapur District—5 15832. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Asst. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zona! Office, Renigunta Road, 

Tirupathi. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy& 

S. Vijay Venkatesh, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s.Shri B. G. Ravindra Reddy 
& B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates. 


AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3)LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. 
Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 22-3-91 in SB1 Vajrakarur Branch, Anantpur 
District of the respondent bank. He worked in different 
spells from 22-3-91 to 14-6-91 in total 75 days. He was 
empanelled for regularization in the year 1992 and was 
absorbed as messenger in 1992. He was terminated orally 
on 31-3-1997. He prays this court to direct the Respondents 
to reinstate him as a regular employee with all 
consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 3-2-2009 none 
responded from the side of the petitioner while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. There is no adjournment 
application, as such, Petitioner’s evidence is closed. 
Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 3rd day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner for the 

Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 
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Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

^farcft,22 2009 

W. 3TT. 2217.—faqK 3lfaPlM*L 1947 

( 1947 «R 14) ^ *tKT17 *k<*>R -&Z IN* 

STFF THttcfS 3?R c h4 c hl<I ^ 

SFJifa^frfe 3^1+ fc|c|RTf kR^K 3teitPl«h“ 
arf^DT, ^ OTTT 237/2004 ) ^ JW»lfilld 

22-7-2009 ^WI3n«1T I 

[U T^-12014/l/2009-3n^3TR(^-I)] 
3T5R ^TR, ^f^TTt 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S. O. 2217.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 237/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009, 

[ No. L-12014/l/2009-lR(B-1)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 3rd day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 237/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri Gajji Sadaiah. 

S/o G. Pochaiah, 

R/o 4-9, Pathipaka Village, 

Shyamapeta Mandal, 

Warangal District——506319. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Asst. General Manager 
State Bank of India, 

Personnel & HRfX Local Head Office, 

Bank Street, Koti, 

Hyderabad. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vjaya Shekar Reddy & 

S. Vijay Venkatesh, 

Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy & 

B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 

Advocates 
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AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and 
M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 8-3-89 in SBI Shyampeta Branch, of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 8-3-89 
to 3-2-90 in total 102 days. He was empanelled for 
regularization in the year 1992 and was absorbed as 
messenger in 1992. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997, 
He prays this court to direct the Respondents to reinstate 
him as a regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is 
liable to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 3-2-2009 none 
responded from the side of the petitioner while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. Petitioner is not attending 
to the case for about more than three years, as such, 
Petitioner’s evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed 
in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 3rd day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the for the 

Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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<KT. 3TT. 2218.—fTTK STfafolR, 1947 (1947 
TJT 14) 17 ^ 4, q^TTR^TT ^ 3# 
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3 frfe 3ffelp|eh f^K Tf TRTfJT 3fk j lp|<ft 

3Tf«r^T, t^RR^W (7M Wfl 238/2004) 3?) SP ElfeKT 
VK=hK ^rr 22-7-2009 ^7 W<T T[37T «U I 
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3T5R ^TR, 3#R7Rt 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2218. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award 
(Ref. No. 238 2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal -cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 22-7-2009. 

[ N o. L- 12014/1/2009-I R(B-1)] 

AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TR1BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 3rd day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 238/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri G.Tyagaraju. 

S/o. G. Sunntraiah, 

R/o 9-3-288/F, Ambedkar Nagar, 

Urvakonda, 

Anantapur District—515812. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Asst. General Manager, 

State Bank of India. 

Zonal Office, Renigunta Road, 

Ttrupathi. .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner M/s. C. Vjaya Shekar Reddy 

& S. Vijay Venkatesh, 
Advocates. 

For the Respondent M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy 
& B. V. Chandra Sekhar, 
Advocates. 


AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and 
M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 1-1-82 in SBI Urvakonda Branch, of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 
1-1-82 to 31-12-83 for 89 days. He was empanelled in the 
year 1989 and was absorbed by the Respondent in the year 
1992. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He prays this 
court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a regular 
employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 3-2-2009 none 
responded from the side of the petitioner while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. The case is fixed for 
Petitioner’s evidence who is absent as such, the case is 
dismissed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Pahani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 3rd day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of Evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 
for the Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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gjr. 3?r. 2219. —afiatfwf^rK atffrfwr, 1947 (1947 
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ffe3T ^ !H3d4 ^ 3?R 33^ =h4«t>l<T ^ #3, 

3T^f*T 3 frfe aMfw f33TC *f cfrsfa TR3TC 3^1+ 
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[U ^T-12014/1 /2009-3^33R(^-1) ] 
3T33 33TR, ^73T 3Tf33TTf 
New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 
S.O. 2219.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 258/ 
2004}ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

\ No. L-l 2014/1/2009-I R(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved PrakashGaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated, the 5th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 258/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri T. Chenchu Babu, 

S/o T. Chenchuramaiah, 

R/o 12-5-563, Krishnadevarayanagar, 

Tirupathi. Chittoor District. 

AND 

The Chief General Manager (Personal), 

State Bank of India, Local Head Office, 

Bank Street Koti, Hyderabad. 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. S. Prasada Rao, C.V. 

Vysampayan, C. Bala 
Subramanyam, K. Jhansi Rani 
& K. Bharathi, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy & 
B.V. Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P.No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger in August, 1989 in Respondent organization at 


Hyderabad. He worked from August, 1989 to March, 1997 
for a period of593 days. He was empanel led in the year 1994. 
He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He prays this Court 
to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a regular 
employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. Petitioner filed his 
chief examination affidavit on 25-9-2006. Later he did not 
turn up for cross examination. 

5. On 5-2-2009 petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. Petitioner is not attending 
to this case for the last three years, as such, his evidence is 
closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 5th day 
ofFebruary, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined 

Petitioner for the Respondent 

WW1: Sri T. Chenchu Babu Nil 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NiL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NiL 

3 t 22 2009 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2220.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 10/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum -Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009, 

[ No. L-12014/1/2009-IR(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 3rd day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 10/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Bulusu Srinivasa Rao, 

S/o Late, B. Krishnamurthy, 

R/o 50-81-22/2, Seethampeta Main Road, 

Visakhapatnam—530016. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 

RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy 
and S, Vijay Venkatesh, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy P. 

Srinivasulu and B.V. Chandra 
Sekhar, Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 1-3-79 in SBI AU Campus Branch. 
Visakhapatnam. He worked in different spells from 1 -3-79 
to 20-1 -81 for a peroid of 170 days. He was empanelled in 
the year 1989 and absorbed by the Respondent as 
Massenger. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He prays 
this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a 
regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 


appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service of 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 3-2-2009 none 
responded from the side of the petitioner while Respondent 
counsel is present. The case is fixed for Petitioner’s 
evidence who is absent as such, the case is dismissed in 
absence of workman. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 3rd day of 
February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined 

Petitioner for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M ftc#, 22 ^nf, 2009 

TTT. 3TT. 2221.—3fefrfW fcMK ajfaftqR, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ *IRT 17 sfr STJWT Ff, TTFFTC tr 3TTT 

sfeRT, K ^ TO (TM WIT 259/2004) ^1 
TTit f, WFK ^ 22-7-2009 ^ W<\ f3TT *TTI 

[T. t^T-120I4/l/2009-3Tlf3TR(^-l)] 
5TTOT 3TfiTTKT 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

5. O. 2221.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 259/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[ No. L-12014/1 /2009-I R(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIX:UM- LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 5 th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 259/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri K. Venkateswarlu, 

S/o Ramulu, 

R/o Prakash Nagar, 

3rd Ward,ChiraIa 

Prakasam District. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief General Manager (Personal), 

State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, 

Bank Street Koti, 

Hyderabad. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 


For the Petitioner : 

M/s S. PrasadaRao, C.V. 
Vysampayan, C. Bala 
Subramanyam, K Jhansi Rani 
& K. Bharthi, Advocates 

For the Respondent 

: M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy & 
B.V. Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 


AWARD 


This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger in September, 1987in Respondent organization 
at Hyderabad. He worked from September, 1987 to March, 
1997 for a period of 359 days. He was empanelled in the 
yearl 994. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He prays 
this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a 
regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 


categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support of their respective contentions. Petitioner filed his 
chief examination affidavit on 25-9-2006. Later he did not 
turn up for cross examination. 

5. On 5-2-2009 petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. Petitioner is not attending 
to this case for the last three years, as such, his evidence is 
closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt, P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her, corrected by me on this the 5th day of 
February, 2009. 

VED-PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined 

Petitioner for the Respondent 

WW1: Sri K. Venkateswarlu NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitoner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
ML 

fa#, 22 ^TT i, 2009 

^T. 3TT. 2222.—sflsftfoh 3TfafWT, 1947 

(1947 14) 17 ^ 

3HI41 sTs^I fclP-k^ ^ ^ 

3^ ^ #3, 3PJ5W 3 4 

Wsm 3?|^Pl3i 3#RFT"T, ^ 1 f^rTT ^ TO 
(*M TR^TT 17/2009) t, ^ TOTR 

22-7-2009 ^ 'STO ^3TT *IT I 

[TL T^T-4201 l/50/2008-3TT^-3tR(^.)] 

3Tf*RFRT 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S. O. 2222.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 17/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum-Labour 
Court, No. 1 New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of StateTrading Corporation of India 
Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-4201 l/50/2008-lR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


2811 GI/09—11 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R.K. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL- 
CUM -LABOUR COURT NO. 1, NEW DELHI 
KARKARDOOMA-COURT-COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D.No. 17/2009 
Shri Gopal Singh & Ors., 

C/o STC of India Ltd., 

22, Rajpura Road, Civil Lines, 

New Delhi Workmen 

Versus 

The Chief Manager (Pers.), 

State Trading Corporation of India Limited, 

Jawahar Vyapar Bhawan, Tolstoy Marg, 

New Delhi—110001. Management 

AWARD 

State Trading Corporation of India Employees Union 
had its emergent general body meeting on 20th of November, 
2007, wherein it took a decision that monthly contribution 
from its members may be deducted from their salaries @ Rs. 
30/- PM instead of Rs. 15/- PM. In pursuance of Memorandum 
of Settlement entered into between the State Trading 
Corporation Employees Union, and the management, the 
latter started deduction of Rs. 30/- PM from salary of its 
employees as membership contribution of the union. Gopal 
Singh and his thirty associates filed a complaint with the 
management on 21-2-2008 in that regard. They raised the 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. When Conciliation 
proceedings failed, the appropriate Government referred the 
dispute to this Tribunal vide order No. L-42011/50/2008 IR 
(DU) dated 16-02-2009 with following terms: 

“Whether the action of the management of the State 
Trading Corporation, New Delhi in enhancing the 
amount for deduction of the subscription for the 
union from the salary of their employees listed in 
Annexure, from Rs. 15/- to 30/-, deduction of 
Rs. 100/- from the salary for the month of November, 
2007 and Rs. 600/- from the amount of interim relief 
paid to them in February, 2008, is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled to ?” 

2. Gopal Singh and his associates were directed by 
the appropriate Government to file a claim statement with 
relevant documents before this Tribunal within 15 days of 
the receipt of order of reference. Despite directions so 
given. No claim statement was filed. 

3. Notice of the reference was sent to the workmen. 
Gopal Singh appeared in person on 29th of May, 2009 and 
sought time file claim statement. Matter was adjourned for 
19-6-09 to file a claim statement. On 19-6-09 none appeared 
on behalf of the workmen. No claim statement was filed in 
the matter. Since the terms of reference ar regarding legality 
and justifiability of the action of the management, the 
management was called upon to present its stand before 
the Tribunal. Matter was adjourned for 26th of June, 2009. 

4. Workmen abandoned the proceedings after 29th 
of May, 2009. Though the case was adjourned four times 
thereafter but none appeared on behalf of the workmen. 


The management filed its stand in response to the terms of 
reference, detailing therein that subscription of the union 
was deducted from monthly salaries, in pursuance of 
Memorandum of Settlement signed between the 
management and the solitary Union in 1973. On 20th of 
November, 2007, a letter addressed to Deputy General 
Manager (Finance), Finance Division, State Trading 
Corporation of India Limited was received, wherein it was 
detailed that in General Body Meeting of State Trading 
Corporation Employees Union held on 20-11-07, it was 
decided that monthly membership contribution of the union 
may be deducted from salary of the member employees @ 
Rs. 30 PM. In pursuance of the communication, the 
management duducted monthly membership contribution 
form the salaries of the member employees. The 
management projects that its action in that regard is in 
consonance with the Memorandum of Settlement signed 
on 17-5-73. No illegality was committed in that regard. To 
substantiate its stand, copy of letter written by A.K. Rajora. 
General Secretary, the State Trading Corporation of India 
Employees Union and extract of copy of Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 17-5-73 are annexed. 

5. Out of facts projected by the management, it came 
to light that it had acted in pursuance of Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 17-5-73 and request made by General 
Secretary, the State Trading Corporation of India 
Employees Union, on 20-11-07. Under these circumstances 
one cannot attribute illegality or unjustifiability to the action 
of the management in that regard. For want of claim 
statement/contest from the side of the workmen, stand 
projected by the management is found to be justified and 
legal. An award is accordingly passed. It be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication. 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 20-7-09 

M fftevft, 22 2009 

■^T. 3JT. 2223.—fa<=lK 1947 (1947 

14) "4ft Sfm 17 ^ W^K 3TTi#.3TTi 

7ft. sni % fa fife ^ jisitRra ^ 

7R+H7 3 M 1 R 1 + (tMwiT 57/2004) 

y+tfad f, ^ ttc+tc 22-7-2009 ^ w <\ 

|3TT *ITI 

[TT. t^t- 12014/1 /2009-3T1^3TR(^-1) ] 
3DET chHK, 3Tfa'bl<) 
New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S. O. 2223.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 57/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of ICICI Bank 
Ltd. and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[ No. L-12014/1 /2009-lR(B-I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 






[HFTII—3(ii)] 


^RcT^TTTTO ; 3PR3 15, 2009/24, 1931 


4701 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 16 th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 57/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri Bhupatiraju Ravindra Raju, 

S/o Sri B.Bangar Raju, 

D.No. 3-283/1, Adarsanagar, 

Visakhapatnam—40 .Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Chairman and Managing Director, 

ICICI Bank Ltd.,ICICI Towers, South Tower, 

4th floor, Bandra Kurla Complex, Bandra(E), 
Mumbai-400051. 

2. The Regional Manager, 

ICICI Bank Ltd., Nevella House, No. 4, 

Nagarajuna Hills, Panjagutta, 

Hyderabad-500482. 

3. The Branch Manager, 

ICICI Bank Ltd., D.No. 47-14-18, 

Isnar Satyasri Complex, Main Road, 

Dwarakanagar, Visakhapatnam—530016. Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. Ch.Venkateswara Rao and 
Ch. V.S.N.Murthy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s.M.N.Aditya, 

D. Jagannadha Murty and K. 
Someswara Rao, Advocates 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2 A (2) of the I. D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgement of the Hon'ble High 
Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappaand M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition stating that he was 
appointed as casual clerk in full time in the office of 
Respondent No. 2, for a total period of 631 days during the 
period from 17-5-2000 to 13-2-2002. It is submitted that he 
has informed the management bank on 13-2-2002 orally 
that he was resigning to his job. Though he requested later 
to allow him to continue he was not allowed to enter his 
duties. He requested to direct the management to reinstate 
him with back wages and all attendant benefits. 

3. Respondents filed counter denying averments 
made by the Petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner 
was never engaged by the Bank. That there is no employer 
and employee relationship between the Respondents and 
the Petitioner. It is submitted that on behalf of the 
contractor i.e., M/s Kleen House Keeping and Landscaping 
at Vishakhapatnam on whose behalf the Petitioner used to 
visit the branches of the Respondents as a representative 
of the Contractor. Hence, it is prayed to dismiss the petition. 


4. Parties were directed to adduce their respective 
evidences. Petitioner filed his evidence affidavit and case 
is fixed for his cross examination and marking of documents 
on 16-2-2009. For several dates and also on 16-2-2009 
Petitioner called absent. Petitioner's witness not present 
for cross as such, evidence is closed. Similarly, evidence 
of Respondent is also closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed 
in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P.Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 16th day of 
February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appenix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the 
Petitioner Respondent 

WW1: Sri B.Ravindra Raju NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

M 22 i, 2009 

W. 3TT. 2224. —sfratfw 1947 

(1947^T I4)^fr«nn 

uih1 u i ^ ysPw’si ^ sffr ^ 

srfrFOT, (tM wn 48/2004) ^ wfTTct 

i, 22-7-2009 w<r «ni 

N. T^-12014/l/2009-3^3?R(^.-l)] 
3T3FT qFTriK, 5137 
New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

5. O. 2224. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 48/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -Cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Sri Rama 
Gramina Bank and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-IR(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 5th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 48/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri J. Krishna, S/o Manik Rao, 

R/o 3-11-40, Big Bazaar, Armoor, 

Nizamabad District. .Petitioner 
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AND 

The Chairman, 

Sri Rama Gramina Bank 
H.O. Khaleelwadi, 

Nizamabad—503003. ....Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s.G. Vidya Sagar, K. Udaysri, 
P. Sudheer Rao, B. Shiva Kumar, 
T.Premchander Rao and D. 

Madhusudhan, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. S.Udayachala Rao, 

S.Vikramaditya Babuand S.Mujib 
Kumar, Advocates 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2 A (2) of the l.D. Act, 
1947 in view of the judgement of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U.Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner filed this petition against deletion of his 
name from the rolls by the Respondent. He has joined the 
Respondent organization as temporary part time sweeper 
by order dated 24-3 -1990. It is submitted that he was issued 
with orders dated 7-5-1996 deleting his name from the rolls 
of the bank on the ground of unauthorized absence from 
duty as voluntary vacation of service which is illegal, 
arbitrary and against principles of natural justice. Hence, 
he prayed this court to direct the Respondent to reinstate 
the Petitioner into service with all other attendant benefits. 

3. A counter was filed by the Respondents denying 
all the allegations made by the Petitioner therein. It is 
submitted that in response to his application dated 
9-3-1987 he was informed that subject terms and conditions 
mentioned he would be empanelled for appointment as 
temporary- part time sweeper on daily wage basis. It is 
submitted that as per the appointment order he was 
terminated for his unauthorized absence and on his failure 
to repeated public notices to report for duty. Hence, it is 
prayed that the petition be dismissed. 

4. Parties were asked to adduce their respective 
evidences. Petitioner filed his chief examination affidavit 
reiterating the averments mentioned in his petition. He 
marked Ex. W1 to W13 documents and marked Ex. M1 to 
M17 in his cross examination. Respondent also filed their 
chief examination affidavit of Sri. D. Rama Mohana Rao, 
Senior Manager, Head Office, Nizamabad. 

5. When the case is called for MW l’s cross 
examination it was informed to this court that Respondent 
bank got merged into Deccan Gramina Bank. Petitioner’s 
counsel requested to allow him to file amendment petition. 

6 . On 5-2-2009, Petitioner called absent while 
Respondent’s counsel present. The case is fixed for filing 
of amendment application and production of evidence 
Respondent’s counsel submitted that Sri Rama Gramina 
Bank is not in existence as it has been amalgamated in 
Deccan Gramina Bank which is not party, as such, case can 


not proceed. Since Petitioner is absent and he has not 
moved amendment application after seeking so many 
adjournments, as such, this case is closed for want of proper 
party. Hence, Nil Award is passed. 

Award passed accordingly, Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri. Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 5th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix for evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined 

Petitioner for the Respondent 

WW1: Sri J. Krishna MW1: Sri D. Rama 

Mohana Rao 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. W1: Copy of appointment Ir. dt. 9-3-87 

Ex. W2: Copy of regularization lr. dt. 24-3-90 

Ex. W3: Confirmation order dt. 2-3-91 

Ex. W4: Medical prescription dt. 27-1 -95 

Ex. W5: Another medical prescription dt.27-1-95 

Ex. W6: Copy of medical certificate dt. 1 -2-95 

Ex. W7: Lr. reg. Sanction of sick leave dt. 13-4-95 

Ex. W8: Copy of joining report for duty dt. 5-2-99 

Ex. W9: Copy of another joining report dt. 5-2-99 

Ex. W10: Lr. of voluntary vacation of service dt. 10-6-99 

Ex. W11: Copy of representation of WWldt. 11-9-2000 

Ex.W12: Copy of another representation WWl 
dt. 11-10-2000 

Ex. W13: Copy of another representation of WWl 
dt.20-9-2003 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex.Ml: Lr. dt. 3-9-1994 served on Petitioner to report for 
duty immediately 

Ex. M2: Copy of lr. dt. 24-10-1994 served on Petitioner to 
report for duty not later than 31-10-94 

Ex. M3: Copy of lr. dt. 17-5-95 served on Petitioner to 
report for duty on or before 27-5-95 
Ex. M4: Postal cover returned from Petitioner’s address, 
as given by him in the office. 

Ex. M5: Leave letter of Petitioner dt. 27-5-95 

Ex. M6: Reply to Ex. M5 dt. 4-7-95 

Ex. M7: Representation for leave by Petitioner dt. 21 -7-95 

Ex. M8: Medical certificate from Dr. R. Venkateshwar Rao 

Ex. M9: Copy of lr. dt. 28-8-95 served on Petitioner to 
report for duty on or before 31 -8-95 

Ex. M10: Registered letter to Petitioner returned to 
Respondent unserved 

Ex.Ml 1: Publication made by the Respondent for 
Petitioner in paper ‘Poddu’ 
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Ex.M12: Lr. dt. 3-11-95 reg. Voluntary vacation of 
Petitioner 

Ex.M13: Copy of lr. to Petitioner for payment of dues to 
Respondent dt. 7-5-96 

Be M14: Petitioner’s representation dt. 29-12-98 
Be Ml 5: Postal cover 

BeM16: Lr. dt. 10-6-99 to Petitioner for repayment of 
loans 

Ex. M17: Lr. dt. 28-9-2000 to Petitioner for repayment of 
loans 

M ftc#, 22 *J<rn t, 2009 
3tr. 2225. — 3?^[pl4> 3lffi1wr, 1947 ( 1947 

14) ^ mn 17 ^ tR«bl< ^ 3TRT 

^Tfq^T, ^(7 ?v 4 WIT 196/2004) ^1 y^tPfid 

^ i, ^ Wsm 22-7-2009 ^ w i^tt «TTI 

[U T^T-12014/1/2009-3^31R(^.-1)] 
3T5FT ogiTR, ^7 3lfrFfn$ 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S. O. 2225. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 196/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -Cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[ No. L-12014/I/2009-IR(B-1)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 3rd day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 196/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri A.Venkata Swamy, 

S/o A. Siddaiah, 

R/o Kothapeta Veedi, 

Vayalpadu(Valmikipuram) Mandal, 

Near Seetharam Talkies, 

Chittor District. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Asst. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, Renigunta Road, 

Tirupathi Chittor District. , ....Respondent 


APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy and 
S. Vijay Venkatesh, Advocates 
For the Respondent : Smt. B.LalithaKumari, Advocate 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3)LLJ Supplement,page 1141 inW.P.No.8395ofl989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri. U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 22-10-90 in SBI Madanapalle Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 
22-10-90 to 18-12-90 for 57 days and from 26-8-94 to 
20-10-95 for a period of 200 days. He was empanelled for 
regularization in the year 1992 and was absorbed as 
messenger in 1992. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. 
He prays this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate 
him as a regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporaiy employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 3-2-2009 none 
responded from the side of the petitioner while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. The case is fixed for 
Petitioner’s evidence who is absent as such, the case is 
dismissed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 3rd day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examinated for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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l^rlt, 22 , 2009 

2226.—fc(ciK 3lfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) m\ 

if&n ^ w-m ^ friHitf -% #q, 

3T5^'V F 3jfelfw f^IK 3 TR^R 3^fw 

5[fwikw^w 190/2004) 

^Rcft t, TR^R ^ 22-7-2009 ^ W<T ^RT «m 

[7T. T^T-I2014/l//2009-3ni 3TR. (*ft. I)] 
^T^PT ^RR, lafefc 3lfR^vRt 
New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2226.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 190/ 
2004)of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the industrial dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-07-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRI BUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : ShriVed Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 5th day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 190/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri S. A. Goverdhan, 

S/o S. M. Anjaiah, 

R/o 6-3-341/1, Balapura Basthi, 

NearErramanzil Colony, 

Hyderabad-82. ...Petitioner 

AND 

The Asst. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Personnel & HRD, Local Head Office, 

Bank Street, Koti, 

Hyderabad. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy and 

S. Vijay Venkatesh, Advocates 
For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy and 
B.V. Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon ‘ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 of 1989 


dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappaand M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed 
as Messenger on 1-7-89 in SBI Yeliareddyguda Branch 
of the respondent bank. He worked in different spells 
from 1-7-1989 to 31-5-95 in total 604 days. He was 
empanelled for regularization in the year 1992 and was 
absorbed as messenger in 1992. He was terminated orally 
on 31-3-1997. He prays this Court to direct the 
Respondent to reinstate him as a regular employee with 
all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as mfessenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. Petitioner workman 
filed his affidavit on 24-1 -2005 and marked xerox copies of 
documents Ex.Wl to W10 which are as follows: Ex.WI is 
paper notification, Service certificates are Ex.W2, W5, W 6 
and W7. Ex. W3 is the interview call letter. Ex. W 4 is panel 
list. Ex.W 8 is marks memo of X class. Ex.W9 is caste 
certificate and Ex.WIO is transfer certificate. Thereafter, 
the petitioner did not appear before this court for cross 
examination. Hence, petitioner’s evidence is closed. 

5. On 5-2-2009 none responded from the side of the 
petitioner while Respondent’s counsel is present. Petitioner 
is not attending to the case for about more than three years, 
as such. Petitioner’s evidence is closed. Hence, Nil Award 
is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 5 th day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 
the Petitioner Respondent 

WWI: Sri S. A. Goverdhan MWI : Nil 
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Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Ex. W1: Copy of paper notification 
Ex. W2: Copy of service certificate for 47 days before 
interview. 

Ex. W3: Copy of interview call letter. 

Ex. W4: Copy of Panel list 

Ex. W5: Copy of service certificate for the period from 

22-2-93 to 2-10-93 for 200 days 
Ex. W6: Copy of service certificate for the period from 
26-4-94 to 19-11 -94 for 198 days 
Ex. W7: Copy of service certificate for the period from 
6-12-94 to 31-5-95 for 159days 
Ex. W8: Copy of Marks memo of X class 

Ex. W9: Copy of caste certificate 
Ex. W10: Copy of transfer certificate 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

22 t, 2009 

<UT.3JT. 2227-3T^R7 SlfiTfWT, 1947 (1947 
14) qfr mTT 17 ^ 3TRT 

^ # 3 , 

arf^wr, ^ w (wiwii 18 / 2005 ) 

cb'ffif f<£-$04 TTWR 22-7-2009 yTO 

[U'qeT-12014/l//2009-3n£ 1)3 

3T3ET 4^17, 3lfrRFRt 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2227.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/ 
2005)of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the industrial dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-07-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-IR (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM LABOUR COURT AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 17th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No.18/2005 

BETWEEN s 

Sri C. Subbarayudu, 

S/oC. Laxmaiah, 

D. No. 1/125, RamarajupalU(Vill.& PO) 

Cuddapah - 516001. ...Petitioner 


AND 

The Chief General Manager (Personal), 

State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, 

Bank Street, Koti, 

Hyderabad. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s S. Prasada Rao, 

C.V. Vysampayan & 

C. Bala Subramanyam, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy & 
B.V. Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the actio/i of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger in August, 1991 in Respondent organization at 
Cuddapah. He worked upto 31st March, 1997. He was 
empanelled in the year 1994. He was terminated orally on 
31-3-1997. He prays this Court to direct the Respondent to 
reinstate him as a regular employee with all consequential 
benefits. 

3. As against this, the. Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support of their respective contentions. Petitioner filed his 
chief examination affidavit on 25-9-2006. He filed additional 
chief examination affidavit and marked EX.W1 to W12 
documents. Later he did not tum up for cross examination. 

5. On 17-2-2009 petitioner called absent though 10 
days time was given for cross examination of WW1. Both 
parties are not present today, as such, evidence is closed 
in absence of parties. Hence, Nil Award is passed in 
absence ofevidence. Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 
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Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 17th 
day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 

the Petitioner Respondent 

WW1: Sri C. Subbarayudu Nil 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 


Ex. W1 : 

Copy of representation of WWI dt. 3-7-2002 

Ex. W2 : 

Copy of discharge summary of Sri Satya Sai 
Institutte of High Medical Sciences 

Ex. W3 : 

Copy of out patient report 

Ex. W4 : 

Copy of notice of recruitment Roll No. 1649 dt. 
13-10-95 

Ex. W5 : 

Copy of absorption notice dt. 19-7-89 

Ex. W6 : 

Copy of Ir. WW1 Dt. 8-6-96 

Ex. W7 : 

Copy of letter of selection dt. ■ 5-11 -95 

Ex. W8 ; 

Copy of service certificate dt. 25-7-89 

Ex. W9 : 

Copy of service certificate dt. 6-8-86 

Ex. W10 : 

Copy of caste certificate 

Ex.Wll : 

Copy of Transfer certificate bearing No. 9917 

Ex. W12 : 

Copy of marks certificate 


Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 


^ ferft, 22 , 2009 

cR3TT. 2228—STfalwr, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ qm 17 ^ rzz trr sm 

3TT£?I P i<*> 4 afr ^flP l ^h 

3 ^4h u i. ^ W (TT^ WTT 42/2005) ^ ^<4,lPld 

t, ^ m^TR ^ 22-7-2009 ^ I^TT *TII 

[Tf. RcJ-12014/1//2009-317^. 3TR.-(^t. l)] 
3T3R7 RO-IK, StfacfcKl 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2228.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 42/ 
2005)of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the industrial dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-07-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-1R (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TI IE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRI AL 
TRIBUNAL-CXIM-LABOUR COURT AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 20th day of February, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 42/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Karlapudi Swathantra Rao, 

S/o K. Nageshwara Rao, 

R/oH. No. 16-6-38, Chrisianpeta, 

Old Guntur, Guntur - 522 004. ...Petitioner 

AND 

The Asst. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office 
Personnel & HRD, 

Vijayawada. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy & 
S. Vijay Venkatesh, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy & 
B.V. Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 
AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P.No, 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Messenger on 1-1-80 in SB I Guntur Main Branch of the 
respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 1-1-80 
to 31-12-84 for a period of 77 days. He was empanelled in 
the year 1989 and was absorbed by the Respondent in the 
year 1989. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He prays 
this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a 
regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 3 1-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 
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4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 20-2-2009 both 
parties absent. In absence of parties their evidence is 
closed. Hence, Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit, 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 
20th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 

the Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

22 2009 

^>T.31L 2229 . —fart is srfafirtH, 1947 (1947 
14) VTCI 17 ^ ^47 3^ 

3^ 4' aMfrs f^ 

^ W WsS\ 21/2005 ) 

Wt t, ^ ^ 22-7-2009 ^ W I^TT SIT ! 

[U 12014/1 //2009-3TT1? 3TTC (^t-I)] 

3P3R ^rtTR, 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

SO 2229.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/2005) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-07-2009. 

[No. L-12014/1/2009-IR (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 3rd day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 21/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri J. Mohan, 

S/o J. Kanakaiah, 

R/o 15-2-205/2, Rangampet Post, 

Hanumakonda, Warangal-560 130. . ..Petitioner 


AND 

The Asstt. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Personnel & HRD, Local Head Office, 

Bank Street, Koti, Hyderabad. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy & 

S. Vijay Venkatesh, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy &B.V. 

Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 inW.P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Non-Messenger on 17-5-88 in SBI Waddepalli Branch, 
Warangal District. He worked in different spells from 
17-5-88 to 12-7-88 for a period of 56 days and from 30-1 -89 
to 24-4-89 for a period of 85 days. He was empanelled in the 
year 1991 and absorbed by the Respondent as messenger. 
He was terminated orally on 31 -3-1997. He prays this Court 
to direct the Respondent to reinstate him as a regular 
employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 

appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 

watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements under which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 3-2-2009 none 
responded from the side of the petitioner while 
Respondent’s counsel is present. The case is fixed for 
Petitioner’s evidence who is absent as such, the case is 
dismissed in absence of workman. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 3rd day 
of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 


2811 GI/09—12 
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Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 

the Petitioner Respondent 


NIL ML 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

^ 22 , 2009 

cFT.3ff. 2230.—fcjqi^ 3Tf^fWT, 1947 (1947 
14) yiTT 17 ^ 

^41 ^ ^ fH^ch)' aflT ^ 

lh<MK W (wf TO7T 43/2005) ^ W lft l d 
^ 4^14 TRciTR ^ 22-7-2009 W<\ ]T3{T ?7I[ 

^-12014/l//2009-3^ 3}R («[[—I) ] 
3RF7 ^pTR, t^F STteRt 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2230.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 43/ 
2005)of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the industrial dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 

Government on 22-07-2009. 

[No. L- 12014/1/2009-IR (B-l] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present : Shri VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 20 th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 43/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri R. Durga Road, 

S/o R. Pullaiah, 

R/o 16-11-33, Park Road, 

(4th W ard Road), 

C/o Police Guruvaiah House, 

Old Guntur, Guntur-522 004 

AND 

The Asstt. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Personnel & HRD, Zonal Office, 

Vijayaw?Ha. 


APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Rav indra Reddy & B. V. 

Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No. 8395 ofl989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappaand M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
Non Messenger on 24-4-80 in SB1 Mangalagiri Branch of 
the respondent bank. He worked in different spells from 
24-4-80 to21-7-80 for a period of 74 days. He was empanelled 
in the year 1989 and was absorbed by the Respondent in 
the year 1989. He was terminated orally on 31-3-1997. He 
prays this Court to direct the Respondent to reinstate him 
as a regular employee with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondents filed a counter 
denying the allegations in the claim statement of the 
petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner was never 
appointed as messenger/sweeper-cum-water boy/ 
watchman by the respondent and never terminated from 
service on 31-3-1997. It is further submitted that under 
exigencies and in leave vacancies bank used to take 
temporary sub-staff and further explained the stipulated 
rules, agreements and settlements und;r which the 
temporary employees were categorized. According to 
categories, panels were prepared. It is submitted that the 
petitioner has not worked for the number of days as shown 
by him in his claim statement. As such this petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 20-2-2009 both 
parties absent, as such, evidence is closed. Hence, Nil 
Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 
20th day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for W itnesses examined for the 

the Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

ML 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
ML 


...Petitioner 


...Respondent 
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W.3TT. 2231-3 fellPN> 3rfqfo*m, 1947 (1947 
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[U TT^r-12014/1 //2009-3Tlf 3tR (^t-I)] 

arftrenfl 

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2009 

S.O. 2231.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 51/ 
2004)of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the industrial dispute between the management of State 
Bank of Hyderabad and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 22-07-2009. 

[No. L- 12014/1/2009-IR (B- 1 )] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present : ShriVed Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22nd day of June, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 51/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri K. Ramakrishna, 

S/o Late Manik Rao, 

R/o 1-25, R.C.Puram Village, 

Patancheru, Medak District. ... Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

State Bank of Hyderabad, 

Gunfoundry, Abids, Hyderabad. 

2. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of Hyderabad, 

ICR1SAT Branch, Patancheru, 

Medak District. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Viday Sagar, 

K. Udayasri, P. Sudheer Rao, 

B. Shiva Kumar, T. Premchander 
Rao & D. Madhusudhan, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : Sri P.A.V. Balaprasad, 

Advocate 


AWARD 

Sri K. Ramakrishna has filed this petition under 
Sec.2 A (2) of the I. D. Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of 
the Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. 
No. 8395 of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa 
and M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. Petitioner is challenging his termination order 
dated 31-8-2003. It has been alleged that the Petitioner 
joined the services of the Respondent bank as Messenger 
on 31-3-98. Since then, he has been discharging his duties 
to the entire satisfaction of his superiors. After completion 
of one year the Petitioner made a representation to the 
Respondent bank to regularize his services but no action 
was taken. The Petitioner made several representations for 
the regularization of his services but his services were not 
regularized on the other hand, he was terminated from the 
services from 31-8-2003 without assigning any reason and 
without following the rules and regulations prescribed 
under Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. No notice was issued 
to the Petitioner, nor compensation under Sec.25F of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has been given to the 
Petitioner. The order of termination is illegal, arbitrary and 
unjust. It has been alleged that juniors to the Petitioner has 
been retained by the Management bank. The Petitioner 
being senior to many of the temporary employees was 
disengaged. Thus, the principles of service law has been 
violated by the management bank. The management bank 
has not followed the principle of last come first go. The 
bank is making appointments to the candidates of his choice 
violating all the norms of the principles of natural justice. 
The order of the termination of the service dated 31-8-2003 
is illegal, arbitrary, unjust and against the principles of 
natural justice and liable to be set aside and Petitioner is 
liable to be reinstated Industrial Tribunal he services of the 
bank. 

3. The Respondent filed their counter and have stated 
that the Petitioner was engaged as casual labour for 
attending petty work like cleaning bank premises etc., as 
and when the necessity arose. The Petitioner was not 
engaged in any permanent regular vacancy nor he was 
appointed in any permanent regular vacancy. As such, no 
question of retrenchment arises in this case. The 
Respondent bank in the last week of July, 2003 after 
ascertaining the prevailing position of the branch 
discontinued the utilization of the services of several 
persons of the branch. The branch is posted with six 
permanent subordinate staff, there is no much work to 
engage casual labourers, the Petitioner’s services were 
disengaged for want of work. Since Petitioner’s services 
were utilized on the casual basis he has not acquired any 
substantive right to the post and in terms of appointment 
his services were liable to be discontinued at any time 
without any notice. No illegality has been committed, no 
provision of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has been 
violated by the Respondents. 
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4. Parties were directed to produce their respective 
evidences. Petitioner has filed documents Ex.Wl to W8 
containing the service certificate, his representation, 
identity card and acknowledgements. As oral evidence he 
has filed his affidavit and produced himself for the cross 
examination. The Respondent bank has produced the 
affidavit of Sri P.V.S. Sasidhar, Deputy Manager and 
produced him for cross examination. 

5. 1 have heard Learned Counsel for both the parties 
and perused the documentary and oral evidence of the 
parties. It is undisputed between the parties that the Petitioner 
of this case was engaged by the bank management on casual 
basis as and when the work was available with the bank. The 
Learned Counsel for the Petitioner has argued that the 
Petitioner has been working with the bank since the year 
1998 and he has acquired the status of a temporary employee. 
Thus, m case of his termination of his services it was 
bounden duty of the Respondent bank to follow the 
principles of Sec. 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
A* against this argument of the Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner the Respondent counsel has argued that the 
Petitioner iias no where either in his claim petition or in his 
ow n oral evidence stated that he has worked for more than 
240 days in the year preceding the date of his disengagement 
from the serv ice as such, the Petitioner is not entitled for the 
benefit of Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
Since it is the duty of the workman to prove before the 
Industrial Tribunal that he has worked for 240 days in the 
year preceding the date of disengagement from the service, 
he can not get the benefit of Sec. 25F of the Industrial 
Lisp-c . Act, 1947.1 am in full agreement with the contention 
of the Learned Counsel for the Respondent that it is duty of 
the workman to plead and prove before the Industrial Tribunal 
that he has worked for more than 240 days in the year 
preceding date of his disengagement to claim the benefif 
under Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. In the 
light of this legal proposition I have gone through the claim 
petition and oral evidence of the Petitioner. The Petitioner 
has nowhere stated either in his claim petition or in his 
examination in chief that he has worked for more than 240 
days in the year preceding date of his disengagement from 
the service. The Petitioner has admitted in his cross 
examination that he used to be paid whenever he worked in 
the bank. He was paid daily wages and payment was made 
weekly. This admission of the Petitioner prove that the 
Petitioner was not engaged on regular basis but his services 
were utilized as and when it was felt necessary by the 
Respondent bank. The Petitioner has not attended any 
interview this fact has been admitted by the Petitioner during 
Itis cross examination, He has further admitted that he was 
not appointed through employment exchange and no 
appointment letter was issued to him. No where in his 
examination in chief or cross examination he has stated that 
he worked for more than 240 days in the year preceding date 
of Ins disengagement. As such, I am of the view that the 
Petitioner was not entitled for the benefit of Sec. 25F of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 his services were utilized when 
it was required by the bank and the payment was used to be 
made when he worked in the bank. It has been argued by the 
Learned Counsel for the Petitioner that juniors to the 
Petitioner has been retained by the bank whereas the 


Petitioner was disengaged due to the arbitrariness of the 
Respondent bank. Against this argument of the Petitioner’s 
counsel, Respondent’s counsel has argued that Petitioner 
himself has admitted in his cross examination that only two 
people were working as temporary attendars, the Petitioner 
and another man. The other man is still working in the bank 
but used to work prior to the joining of the Petitioner. This 
amply proves that the allegation of the Petitioner that juniors 
to the Petitioner were retained in the bank and Petitioner’s 
services were terminated arbitrarily is incorrect and against 
the factual position stated by the Petitioner himself. Thus 
Petitioner can not claim priority over his junior because no 
junior to the Petitioner has been allowed to work in the bank. 
So the Petitioner’s claim of parity is hypothetical. I am in the 
full agreement with the Learned Counsel for the Respondent 
that Petitioner himself has admitted during his cross 
examination that only two temporary attendars were working 
in the bank out of which one is the Petitioner who is junior to 
the other person who is working in the bank. Thus, the 
Petitioner claimed that junior to him has been retained by the 
bank is unfounded, baseless and hypothetical. No other 
ground has been pleaded or put forward by the counsel for 
the Petitioner. Thus, from the above discussion I have come 
to the conclusion that the Petitioner’s services were utilized 
by the bank when there was necessity of an extra hand, the 
Petitioner was never engaged as a regular employee. He 
used to be paid his wages when he worked with the bank. 
He has not been able to prove that he worked for more than 
240 days in the year preceding date of his disengagement, 
as such, the provision of Sec. 25F is not applicable in the 
present case and the Petitioner is not entitled to claim the 
benefits under Sec.25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
This claim petition is baseless, misconceived and based on 
hypothetical grounds. The services of the Petitioner were 
disengaged for want of the sufficient work and no illegality 
or irregularity has been committed by the Respondent bank 
and the Petitioner is not entitled for relief. The Petition 
deserves to be dismissed and accordingly it is dismissed. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 22nd day of 
June, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the 
Petitioner Respondent 

WW 1 : Sri K. Ramakrishna MW1 : Sri P. V. Sasidhar 
Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Ex. W1 : Copy of service certificate 
Ex. W2 : Copy of representation dt. 21 -2-2004 
Ex. W3 : Copy of Acknowledgement 
Ex. W4 : Copy of Acknowledgement 
Ex. W5 : Copy of Transfer certificate 
Ex. W6 : Copy of employment exchange card 
Ex.W7 : Copy of conduct certificate 
Ex. W8 : Identity card 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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Of the Cental Government Indus#.alTnb the 

court, Hyderabad as shown m rf SQUlh 

Industrial Dispute between received by the Central 

Central Railway and their workmen, recetved y 
Government on 22-7-2009. 

[No.L-12014/1/2009-1R(B'I)1 

AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

annexure 

■J'S=== S “ 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur. Presidmg Officer 

Dated the 23rd day of June. 2009 

Industrial Dispute L.C. No.l 15/2005 

between 


Sri A. Nageswara Roa, 

S/o Veeraswamy, 

Railway quarter No. 801, 

North Lalagudga, ....Petitioner 

Secunderabad 

AND 

The Divisional Railway Manager, 

South Central Railway, 

Sanchalan Bhavan, 

Secunderabad Division Respondent 

Secunderabad 

APPEARANCES 

. nt ■ Sri A Prithvi Raj, Advocate. 

For the Respondent. SriA.r 
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and empanelled and engag^ , D . vide DPO/BG/SC 

against the regular vacancy d poste( j as 

U,No.CP/407/C&W/Sub/83 of8-2 W South 

C&w Khalasi in along with other 

Central Railway of Secunaer ^ from 

candidates. Petitioner join 0 ^ re gular basis under 

28-2-1983 to 7-6-84 Central Railway, 

Chief Railway Examm r, ls [i fro m26-ll-84to6-7-89 
Nampally . The Petitioner fell sick^from^ ^ depressi 

and 7-7-89 t» ( the sa id period for which 

and continued in sick ns the competent 

medical certificate has been subm. ** ^ ^ ^ 

authorities, hence, he was petitioner was under 

Respondents were we U*« ** name was struc k 

sick list and w.eX 26 - 1 1-84- 

off from the rolls of su t0 the concerned 

Inspite of repeate Utioneron duty no action has 

authorities toput back the managemen ,. The 

been taken by the Re P ^s. Neither any 

Respondent has fai e °» ^ the petitioner nor any 

show cause notice w g tter The removal order 

enquiry was conduc : e name of the Petitioner from the 

was by way of stri ^ 8 dalasis which is highly irregular, 
rolls of the substitute Khalas ^. . We ofthe rules of the 
arbitrary, discriminatoryan ^ ^ Petit ioner 

natural justice. It has movable or immovable 

has no source of income had no movab Qf 

property to support his har dship to maintain his 

backward class fee,ng f-nanc *h before the 

family- He produced medi the authorities, 

authority but no ac "™ h p etkloner that Hon’ble Supreme 
It has been alleged by t * 1 ^ Bhagwa n Lai Arya, 

Court of India in _^ r 0 f Police Delhi and others 

Visakhapatnam- Commas o ^ ^ has held ,hat 

reported in ATJ pounds is not a grave 

absence from duty on the m ^ 8 ^ Qn the case law 
misconduct. He has p . 2 , g in the matter of Ajaib 

reported in SU 19991 ) tjve Marketing-cum- 

Singh Vs. J heS,rh “^ ud P a ndanother,whereitwas 

Processing Service Soci ty t0 t h e references 

held that limitation art is n<*. ppl. mere , y on th e 

under I D. Act an n The petitioner has prayed 

ground of latches » be il(ega , an d he be 

that his termination be hei 

reinstated with lull back wages. 

, t u as f,j e d their written reply an 
3. The Respondent has tue fiel( j a OA 

they have stated that Petitioner has origins y 
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Tribunal, Hyderabldfofft" reli.tf?'"' Administra 'iw 

a " d ‘ ha «bw.l bas dimmed OAbvT d '" ,hiSpati «<>" 
dated 19-8-2005, a copy of wh.VM ^ he ' r delailed order 
R I- They have further raised , . S annexedan enclosure 
petition is not maintainable and is rTi' 0 " I!* 3 ' the present 
‘be principles of res judicata Th n bed,SmisSedon 
farther alleged that if the Petitio p •* Respon dent has 
order dated 19-8-2005 he should h ' S aggr,eved will > 'he 
High Court of A.P. Hvlr h ?u VeaRproachedH on ble 
against the order of the Hon’ble r ^'"f 3 Writ petit 'on 
Tribunal. I. has further bee" , a? 3 ' Admi " is ‘™ve 

«>a''he cause ofacdon arose in h ?ed ^ ,hC R ~n, 

petition is filed in the year2005 ft 3 1984 and Present 

hence this petition ^ 3 ° f2 ' ^ ars and 

of delay and latches. I, has tntrT^ ° n ,be grou " d 
Respondent that the record of th d a ,eged b y the 
been destroyed because as per ,h e h3S 

have been preserved for more than 10 years'. reC ° rd C ° Uld 
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challenged before'X ^ """ 

Tribunal and Learned Tnh.m i u Administrative 
Petitioner’s petitioner o ' dismissad ‘he 
ls not maintainable. Learned (W , r' he present Petition 
"O' been able to show before thfs ^ T ! Pentioner Has 
petition is maintainable before hk? n presen ‘ 
Hon’ble Central Administrative^ r bUr ! al ‘ b0Ugb the 
dismissed the petition of the net v Tr 'h unal has already 
auch, this tribunal is I h P e ,Onerintheyear2005 -as 

industrial dispute or reference is P T° n tl,at ' be present 
ofthejudgmentofflon'bleCentra| n AH ma ' nta ‘ nableview 

dated 19-8-2005 and more over he Tnbunal 

any step to challenge his be Pet,t, °ner has not taken 

'“UvnnntittrSLTtr”- 11 -" 
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evidence.PetitionerrasfiSd IreCted t0 produce their 

whereas the Respondent has . Wl to W2 ° 

Hon’ble Central Administrative ^°u ‘ hejudgmentof 

OA No. 622/2005 between A Na* Tnbunal passed in 

of India and others. Na S«wara R ao Vs. Union 

-chm f P r:r“^ a ^ v ''aH,, S e X a,n,„a ll() „- 
examination, having cross exam- f ° r the cross 

length. The Respondent has ^ b T the Respondent at 

has gone througTth'e'ora'^rd" 80 ' 5 ^ ‘ he parties and 
produced by the parties hef d . documen 'aiy evidence 
fact between the parties that the Pn y bUnal - " is admitted 
a substitute khalasi who worked ft-' '°" ar was eng agedas 
Thereafter the Pcti,in„! 7! from 2S ’ 2 - 83 '» 7-6-84 

Pe""°ner has filed this petition before this llZT ** 

>he Res; 0 h „ a d?„r;r t ed by ,he ^ 
maintainable because the Petitio rCS nL Pe " t,0n ' s no ‘ 

‘he term,nation order hlf"' ^ ° A Challengi " g 

Administrative Tribunal H0 "' b ' e Centra ' 

Respondent before the Hon’ble by ,he 

Tribuna and unholH.nr, fu , trai A dministrat ve 

Respondent, L a P e d c e i e A° d bjeCt r S by «* 

dismissed Petitioner’s OT, * ™?'* Tribunal has 
-Petitioner has 


Petitioner has not beenTble to n’' "!* ' S Concerned 'he 
nor he has raised any such obieT ^ 01 ' 6 tbis ‘"bunal 
observance of the provisions of S c IsFofof ?" 8 n0 " 
Disputes Act, 1 947 or vinl^.v, r 25F f the Indus tn'al 
this tribunal nor the Petition h ° ^ ° tber ru,e bePore 

his claim petition or o'aUyL P ' e3ded a " y ™' a “°" 

has worked for more than 240 days'as^h' Peti ‘' oner 
'he year preceding the date Jr? “ Subs "' u 'e Khalasi 

‘ ba Post of Substitute Khalas Si d ' SengagemCT ‘ «»» 

Petitioner workman to prove that he' ' S dU ' y ° f ' be 

than 240 days in the year „„„ a T worked for more 
his services the Petitioner or '"t d ‘“ e of ter mination of 
benefit under S ec 25 F of th TT" C3nn °' Claim tfle 
>947. In the present^case L '^T * 1 ^ Act, 
stated that he worked for 240 h/ r has no wher e 
his disengagement from ,be da ' e of 

entitled for the benefits of s: K p S SUCh ’ he was not 
Disputes Act, 1947 As reeard th 2 ^ ° f the Industrj al 
Petitioner, the Petition/ ^ ^ 3 eged sicknes s of the 
26-11-84 to 6 7 89an d 7!;.8 a o? 8 ? ‘ hat he fel1 °n 
explained his absence from th ^°' 2004bu thehasnot 

23 ->l-84.Hisnamewass ^ fr0m 8 ‘ 6 - 84 “> 
Khalasis on 26 - 1 1-1984 her: t lC ml!s °‘ Substitute 

‘he duty without any „ f 0 ™ a “! he remai ‘’ ed a h-n, from 
8-6-84 to 25- 1 1-84 A. sucT T ° r [ SanCt,oned laa ve from 
‘ha. he was sick dur^r , J 2 S^ 1 . 0f ' l,e Pe ‘ iti0ner 
d uty neither appears to he f ° f ^ h,s abse nce from the 

by the PetitfoneTor pro'veTbv th expla 'ned 

services of the Petition^ by th£ Pet,t,on er Since the 
basis and he remained absentT^^ ° n the substitute 
withouf any informatL n n R^^ fi ve months 
not committed any illeaalitv in " $POndent management has 
the rolls of Substitute Khab ■ kin S down bis name from 
- duty of theTefit^'r tif r° n h ed ,hejob -« 

8-6-84 to 25-1 J.sa vuh i u L xpIain his absence w.e f. 

Petitioner. No medical certif Tu*™ CXp,ained b T the 

the Petitioner for he is absent'/ 6 3S , been P rod uced by 

the contention of the Petitioner rhTif thlS penod ’ as suc h, 
etitioner that he was medically unfit 
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or he was sick during the period of his absence does not 
find support from the oral or documentary evidence of the 
Petitioner. As such, the Petitioner’s disengagement due to 
his absence or abandonment of the duties is neither illegal 
nor unjustified. The Petitioner is not entitled for any relief 
and petition deserves to be dismissed. As such, petition is 
dismissed. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Sint. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 23rd day of 
June, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
WW l: Sri A. Nageswara Rao 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
MW1: Sri B.H. Reddy 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. W1: Copy of lr. No. CP/407/C&W/Sub/83 of DPO/BG/ 
SCdt. 8-2-83 

Ex. W2: Copy of service certificate dt. 26-2-86 

Ex. W3: Copy of medical certificate dt. 30-5-88 

Ex. W4: Copy of medical certificate dt. 6-7-89 

Ex. W5: Copy oflr. to DRM/SCdt. 6-7-89 

Ex. W6: Copy of medical certificate dt. 29-9-05 

Ex. W7: Copy of lr. to DME/C& W/SC dt. 8-6-90 

Ex. W8: Copy oflr. to DRM/SCdt. 25-8-89 

Ex. W9: Copy oflr. to DRM/SC dt. 10-3-90 

EX.W10: Copy oflr. No.SCRMD/C&W dt. 17-7-90 

Ex. W11: Copy of lr. to DME/C&W/SC dt. 26-6-91 

Ex. W12: Copy of lr. to CPO/SC dt. 2-3-92 

Ex. W13: Copy oflr. to CPO/SC dt. 13-10-92 

Ex. W14: Copy oflr. to CPO/SC dt. 24-2-2003 

Ex. W15: Copy oflr. to GM/SC dt.7-10-94 

Ex. W16: Copy of MP lr. to GM/SC dt.27-3-2005 

EX.W17: Copy of S. S. C dt.2- 5-97 

Ex. W18: Copy oflr. to MRO/Domakal dt. 31 -1 -1997 

Ex. W19: Copy of intermediate marks memo 

Ex. W20: Copy oflr. No. D1S. No. C/1215/2000 of MRO/ 
Domakal 


Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex.Ml: Copy of order passed by Hon’ble Central 
Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad dt. 19-8-2005 

24 2009 

W.3CT. 2233—aklPl* 1947 (1947 

qFT 14) ^ SfRT 17 ^ ^ Tfr 

^ W 51/2005) 

4^14 TR4>R 23 -7-2009 W<T 

f3TT m 

N. ^-30025/4/2009-31^.3^(^0 ] 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2009 

S.O. 2233—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.51/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. HPCL and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-30025/4/2009-IR (M)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRfBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated the 30th day of June, 2009 

Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 51/2005 

(Old I. D. No. 113/2002, transferred from Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Visakhapatnam) 

BETWEEN 

Sri G. Satyanarayana, 

S/o Late Surya Roa, 

R/o Kanithi R. H. Colony, 

Vadlapudi Kurmannapalem, 

Opp. Rythu Bazar, 

Visakhapatnam - 530 046 ....Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Senior Regional Manager (Gas-Sales), 

M/s. Hindustan Petroleum Company Limited, 

Filling Plant, Malkapuram, 

Visakhapatnam - 530 011 
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2. The Manager (Mr. M.A. Gafar) 

M/s. Sree Vijaya Durga Gas Agency 

(H.P. Gas Dealers), Autonagar 

Visakhapatnam - 530 012 ....Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: Sri K. Balakrishna, Advocate 

For the Respondent: M/s. K. Srinivasa Murthy, 

V.Umadevi & M.V.L Narasiah, 
Advocates for Respondent 
No.l, Sri Y. Venkata Rao, 
Advocate for Respondent 
No. 2 

AWARD 

Sri G. Satyanarayana has filed this petition under 
Sec. 2 A (2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 before the Industrial 
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Visakhapatnam in view of the 
judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh 
reported in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between 
Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton Corporation of India 
and two others challenging the order of termination of his 
services dated 1-12-2001 as illegal, arbitrary and violative 
of principles of natural justice which was transferred to 
this Court in view of the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour’s order No. H-l 1026/1/2001-1R (C-1I) dated 
18-10-2001 bearing I.D. No.l 13/2002 and renumbered in this 
Court as L.C.I.D. No. 51/2005. 

2. It has been alleged by the Petitioner in his claim 
petition that his employer is a principal employer whereas 
2nd Respondent is an agent/dealer of the 1st Respondent. 
The Petitioner was appointed as gas mechanic by the 2nd 
Respondent on 24-5-96 before that he was given training 
by the 1st Respondent. A certificate to that effect has 
been issued by the 1st Respondent and given to 2nd 
Respondent. On 1-12-2001 2nd Respondent verbally 
informed the Petitioner that his services are terminated .from 
that day. No notice or salary in lieu of notice was given to 
the Petitioner. No compensation was paid nor any 
departmental enquiry was held nor any reason for his 
termination was disclosed by the Respondent. He has 
further stated that the 2nd Respondent initially used to 
pay him Rs.750 as wages but he has prepared vouchers for 
Rs.1850. At the time of termination of services Petitioner 
used to get Rs.1250 whereas on the vouchers Rs.2400 used 
to be written by the Respondent. The Respondent has 
fabricated a receipt of Rs. 12000 claiming to have made 
payment to the Petitioner and coerced the Petitioner to 
withdraw the petition. 2nd Respondent has been defrauding 
the customers. The termination order is illegal without any 
basis and fit to be quashed. 

3. Respondent has filed counter statement and has 
alleged that the 1st Respondent is a Government of India 
enterprise and a company registered under the Indian 


Companies Act. It has appointed dealers all over India 
including the 2nd Respondent for the purpose of marking. 
The dealerships are given on the basis of the selections 
made by dealer selection board. The 2nd Respondent was 
also appointed and he is also Governed by the terms and 
conditions of the dealership agreement. As per agreement 
the 2nd Respondent has to make his own arrangement for 
construction of godown for storing LPG cylinders and he 
has to employ workers as per his requirements. The 
Petitioner was not appointed by the Respondent. There is 
no relationship of master and servant between the 
Respondent and the Petitioner. The petition is 
misconceived, no relief to be granted to the Petitioner 
against the Respondent No.l. 

4. 2nd Respondent also filed counter statement and 
has challenged the maintainability of the petition. It has 
also contended that 1st Respondent is a principal 
employer whereas 2nd Respondent is an agent of the 
1st Respondent. 2nd Respondent has contended that 
Petitioner is not a mechanic and 2nd Respondent has not 
terminated his services. The Petitioner himself was irregular 
to his duties, he was absented himself habitually without 
leave and he was warned several times by the Respondent. 
Since he could not attend to his duties properly 
Respondent No.2 has lost confidence in him. The Petitioner 
has voluntarily left the job by taking full and final 
settlement of his services. Since no conciliation 
proceedings has been taken place in this case, as such this 
court can not directly entertain the petition directly. The 
Respondent No.2 establishment is registered under A.P. 
Shops & Establishments Act. The applicant was appointed 
as delivery boy and his services are Governed under 
Sec.47 and 48 of the A.P. Shops & Establishments Act. 
Petition is not maintainable and fit to be dismissed. 

5. Parties were directed to file their respective 
evidences. Petitioner has filed photo copy of identity card 
Ex.Wl and he filed his affidavit as examination in chief. 
The Petitioner presented himself for corss examination. 
The Respondent management has filed as many as 
31 documents Ex.Ml to M12 and M14 to M29 leave 
applications of the Petitioner. Ex.M13 resignation letter 
and full and final settlement letter. Ex.M30 is copy of the 
petition filed before the labour department by the Petitioner 
and Ex.M31 minutes of the meeting before the labour 
authority. The Respondent has not filed their affidavit 
nor have presented any witness for cross examination. 

6 . On the date of the argument, none of the parties 
appeared to argue the case as such, the argument was 
closed. I have gone through the claim petition, counter 
statement of R1 and R 2, documentary as well as oral 
documentary evidence of the Petitioner and Respondent 
management. It has been contended by the Petitioner 
in his claim petition that he was appointed on 24-5-96 by 
2nd Respondent and his services were terminated by 



[WII—TsP»3 3(ii)] 


: m&l 15, 2009/9PTJI 24, 1931 


4715 


2nd Respondent. This fact is not disputed by the 
2nd Respondent. 2nd Respondent has filed counter 
statement wherein it is accepted that the Petitioner was 
appointed by the 2nd Respondent in his gas agency as a 
delivery boy since Petitioner was habitual absentee he 
voluntarily left the job after receiving full and final 
settlement on 1-12-2001. It has to be seen by this court 
whether the Petitioner’s services were terminated by the 
2nd Respondent or Petitioner himself has relinquished the 
job after receiving full and final settlement on 1 -12-2001. 
The Respondent management has filed paper No.32 as 
Ex.M 13 dated 9-12-2001 which is alleged to be agreement 
letter of G. Satyanarayana in favour of the Respondent 
management. He has accepted that on the letter 9-12-2001 
his signature is there. However he has stated that it is 
not written in his hand writing. Ex.M 13 is the agreement 
letter. The witness has accepted the signature on this letter 
also. In this letter the Petitioner has himself accepted that 
he has voluntarily and happily reliquishing the job and 
he is receiving Rs. 12,000 as a compensation from the 2nd 
Respondent in lieu thereof and nothing is due to him from 
the company now onward. This shows that the Petitioner 
has himself relinquished his job and he has accepted 
Rs. 12,000 as compensation in lieu of his dues for 
relinquishing the company’s services. As such, the 
contention of the 2nd Respondent that Petitioner 
himself has left the job and he received Rs.12,000 as 
compensation in lieu of his dues is correct. Respondent 
has filed as many as 27 leave applications of the Petitioner 
filed before the 2nd Respondent for his absenteeism and 
he has accepted in his cross examination that all these 
leave applications Ex.M 1 to M12, Ex.M 14 to M29 bears his 
signature and they are his leave applications. This also 
proves that the Petitioner was a habitual absentee, he 
himself has relinquished the job, his services were not 
terminated by the 2nd Respondent. He has received the 
compensation of Rs. 12,000 from R2 and nothing is due to 
him. As such, this tribunal is of the opinion that though 
the Petitioner was appointed by the 2nd Respondent there 
was relationship of master and servant between 2nd 
Respondent and Petitioner but said relationship was 
broken by the Petitioner himself. He himself has 
relinquished his job after accepting Rs.12,000 in lieu of 
his dues on 9-12-2001 and thus the Respondent No.2 has 
not committed any breach of Sec.25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and there is no illegality or irregularity 
or violation of principles of natural justice in disengagement 
of the Petitioner. The action of the management is fully 
justified and no interference is necessary in this case. 
Petition has no force and deserves to be dismissed. 
Accordingly, the petition is dismissed. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 30th day 
of June, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding Officer 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined 

the Petitioner for the Respondent 

WW1: Sri G. Satyanarayana NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. Wl: Copy of identity card WW 1 

Ex.W2: Lr. No.C/478/2001 dt. 8-3-2002 by Labour 
Officer, Circle-II, Visakhapatnam. 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
Ex.Ml: Leave application of WW1 dt. 6-4-99 
Ex. M2: Leave application of WW1 dt. 8-6-2000 
Ex.M3: Leave application of WW1 dt. 15-6-2000 
Ex. M4: Leave application of WW1 dt. 10-7-2000 
Ex. M5: Leave application of WW1 dt. 19-7-2000 
Ex. M6: Leave application of WW 1 dt. 26-7-2000 
Ex. M7: Leave application of WW 1 dt.2-8-2000 
Ex. M8: Leave application of WW1 dt. 23-8-2000 
Ex.M9: Leave application of WW1 dt.6-10-2000 
Ex.M10: Leave application of WW 1 dt. 12-10-2000 
Ex.Mil: LeaveapplicationofWWl dt. 17-10-2000 
Ex.Ml2: Leave applicationofWWl dt. 23-10-2000 
Ex. Ml 3: Agreement letter dt. 9-12-2001 by WW1 
Ex.M14: Leave applicationofWWl dt. 2-5-2000 
Ex.M15: Leave applicationofWWl dt. 22-5-2000 
Ex.M16: Leave applicationofWWl dt.2-6-2000 
Ex. M17: Leave application of WW1 dt. 9-10-2000 
Ex.M18: Leave application of WW 1 dt. 13-1-2001 
Ex.M19: Leave applicationofWWl dt. 24-1-2001 
Ex.M20: Leave application of WW1 dt. 1-2-2001 
Ex.M21: Leave applicationofWWl dt. 12-3-2001 
Ex. M22: Leave application of WW1 dt. 29-3-2001 
Ex.M23: Leave applicationofWWl dt. 16-4-2001 
Ex.M24: Leave applicationofWWl dt. 8-5-2001 
Ex.M25: Leave application 6fWWl dt. 19-5-2001 
Ex. M26: Leave application of WW1 dt. 4-6-2001 
Ex.M27: Leave applicationofWWl dt. 11-6-2001 
Ex.M28: Leave applicationofWWl dt.24-8-2001 


2811 Gl/09—13 



4716 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 15, 2009/SRAVANA24,1931 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Ex.M29: Leave application of WW1 dt. 20-10-2001 

Ex. M30: Lr. By Labour Officer for conducting joint meeting 
dt.21-1 -2002 with copy of representation of WW1 

V 

Ex. M31: Copy of proceedings of joint meetings 
24 2009 

W.3TT. 2234 —1947 (1947 
14) WT 17 ^ 3^T^T 3, 

+Nft?H 3TPT ^TT ^ TORR ^ W M«l+Y 3|fc 

+4+10 $ #3, 3 ai1aUq+ xf 

-oiomo, |<unk ^ iwz 
(tM^Fs^TT 251/2004) +Y y+lRld f, ^ ^+R 

■+f 23-7-2009 +) W|3TT an I 

[7T. T^-29025/4/2009-3Tlf 31K 0?0] 
W, 3Tfa+Ttf 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2009 

S.O. 2234,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.251/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Cement Corporation of India and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-29025/4/2009-IR(M)] 
KAM AL B AKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTIME GOVERNMEN T 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24th day of February, 2009 
Industrial Dispute L.C, No. 251/2004 
BETWEEN 

Sri A. Devappa. 

S/o A. Mallappa, 

C/o M/s. C. Mallikarjun, 

H. No.2-2-1! 05/A/9 (633), 

Tilaknagar, Nallakunta, 

Hyderabad ....Petitioner 

AND 

I. The Personnel Manager, 

Cement Corporation of India, 


Post Karankota, Tandur Mandal, 

Ranga Reddy District. 

2. T. Ramulu, S/o Late Narsimulu, 

Government licensed Electrical Contractor, 

Cement Corporation of India, 

Post Karankota, Tandur Mandal, 

Ranga Reddy District. ....Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: M/s. C. Mallikaijun, 

C. Kalarchana& D. Madhu- 
sudhan, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. N. Narasimha Rao & 

K. S. Sarma, Advocates 
forRl 

Sri M. Giri, Advocate for R2 

AWARD 

This case was taken in view of the judgment of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 1997 
(3) LLJ Supplement, page 1141 in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The Petitioner filed this petition against the 
Respondents questioning the action of the Respondents 
in terminating him. He submitted that he was appointed as 
helper in Respondent No.l corporation in Electrical 
Department in the year 1984. That he was allotted P.F. 
No.82088 and deductions were started from the year 1991. 
It is submitted that he was unable to attend his duties for 
one year due to an accident due to which his right leg was 
fractured on 26-1-2003. Though he informed the 
management he was not allowed to resume his duties he 
was refused to take in duties. He prays this Court to direct 
the Respondent to reinstate him as a regular employee 
with all consequential benefits. 

3. As against this, the Respondent No.l filed a 
counter denying the allegations in the claim statement of 
the petitioner. It is submitted that the Petitioner is not an 
employee of Rl. It is submitted that there was no master 
and servant relationship between the Petitioner and Rl. 
Hence, the petition be dismissed. Respondent No.2 did 
not file their counter, hence, Respondent No.2 was set 
exparte. 

4. Parties were directed to produce evidence in 
support their respective contentions. On 24-2-2009 both 
parties called absent. They are not attending to the case 
since 20-8-2007, as such, their evidence is closed. Hence, 
Nil Award is passed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 
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Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 24th 
day of February, 2009. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

T i 24 2009 

^T.3TT. 2235 —SlfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ tmi 17 ^ spgmif, 

^ torhi ^ 3frc +4«bl<f ^ #3, 

R 3 3fi^iPi=h 

I j&ite 1 ^ 3/22 24 ^ 

30/98) ^ yf+rfVrd i, w?m ^ 24 - 7-2009 

^ Wd «IT! 

[U T^r-41012/69 3 79/97-37Tf.37R. (^-1) ] 
3F5R cjiHK, 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2009 

S.O. 2235.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1 to 3/22 
& 24 to 30/98) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 


cum-Labour Court-I Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Northern Railway and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 24-7-2009. 

[No. L-41012/69 to 79/97-lR(B-I)j 

AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D. 1/98 and 10 others 

Sh. Radhey Shyam, C/o Sh. N.K.Nagar, 101, Distt. Court, 
Chandigarh 160017 and 10 others ...Applicant 


Versus 

The Divisional Engineer, Northern Railway-1. Ambala 
Cantt. 134001 

. .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman : Sri N. K. Nagar 

For the management: Sri R. S. Rana 

AWARD 

Passed on: 30-6-09 

This award shall disposed off 11 references of 
different workmen referred by the Central Government. The 
11 references which are being disposed off by this award 
are as follows :— 


Sr. No. 

I.D. No. 

Reference No. 

Name of the parties 

Date 

1 . 

1/98 

L-4 1012/70/97-IR (B-I) 

Sh. Radhey Shyam Vs. Northern Railway 

2-1-90 

2 

2/98 

L-41012/69/97-IR (B-I) 

Sh. Nihal Singh Vs. Northern Railway 

2-1-90 

3. 

3/98 

L-41012/71 /97-IR (B-I) 

Sh. Sohan Lai Vs. Northern Railway 

2-1-90 

4. 

22/98 

L-41012/74/97-IR (B-I) 

Sh. Turashan Pal Vs. Northern Railway 

21-1-90 

5. 

24/98 

L-41012/77/97-1R (B-I) 

Sh. Bangli Bapu Vs. Northern Railway 

21-1-90 

6. 

25/98 

L41012/76/97-IR (B-I) 

Sh. Varinder Singh Vs. Northern Railway 

21-1-90 

7. 

26/98 

L-4 1012/72/97-IR (B-I) 

Sh. Hakam Singh Vs. Northern Railway 

21-1-90 

8. 

27/98 

L-41012/78/97-IR (B-I) 

Sh. Digamber Vs. Northern Railway 

21-1-90 

9. 

28/98 

L-41012/75/97-IR (B-I) 

Sh. Hari Singh Vs. Northern Railway 

21-1-90 

10 . 

29/98 

L-41012/73/97-IR (B-l) 

Sh. Mohan Singh Vs. Northern Railway 

21-1-90 

11. 

30/98 

L-4I012/79/97-IR(B-I) 

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Vs. Northern Railway 

21-1-90 
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All the 11 references namely I.D. No. 1/98 Sh. Radhey 
Shyam Vs. Northern Railway, I.D. No.2/98 Sh. Nihal Singh 
Vs. Northern Railway, I.D. No.3/98 Sh. Sohan Lai Vs. 
Northern Railway, I.D. No.22/98 Sh. Turashan Pal Vs. 
Northern Railway, I.D. No. 24/98 Sh. Bangli Bapu Vs. 
Northern Railway, I.D. No. 25/98 Sh. Varinder Singh Vs. 
Northern Railway, I.D. No. 26/98 Sh. Hakam Singh Vs. 
Northern Railway, I.D. No. 27/98 Sh. Digamber Vs. Northern 
Railway I D. No.28/98 Sh. Hari Singh Vs. Northern 
Railway, I.D. No.29/98 Sh. Mohan Singh Vs. Northern 
Railway, I..D. No.30/98 Sh. Rakesh Kumar Vs. Northern 
Railway, are taken up for adjudication simultaneously. 

In all the references, common question of law and 
facts are involved hence, the references are being disposed 
off by this award. 

The main question for determination in all the 
references is whether the initial appointment of the 
workmen was bad in law being obtained by a fraudulent 
and forged document for three months working at Etawah? 
The consequential issue is also raised whether the 
termination on this ground is illegal and void. 

It is contended by the workmen that in the year 1973- 
74, the workmen along with many other similarly placed 
persons met Sh. Amrik Singh PWI/PQRS. Sh Amrik Singh 
directed all of them to join under him. He obtained the 
thumb impression/signatures of the workmen and the 
workmen accepted the appointment because they were in 
dire need of employment to avoid the starvation of the 
family. In the year 1989 a charge-sheet was given to the 
ever)' workman for securing employment through unfair 
means by producing fictitious causal labour card 
containing the signatures of the every workman prior to 
the appointment under PW1/1/PQRS/DST. Every workman 
has replied to the charge-sheet and not satisfying with the 
Teply, departmental inquiry was conducted. Workmen being 
illiterate do not know about the procedure of inquiry. No 
witness was examined by the enquiry officer and just on 
the statement of the workmen inquiry report was given and 
on the basis of inquiry report the disciplinary authority 
terminated the services of every workman on 23-7-1994. 
The workmen preferred an appeal which was dismissed by 
the appellate authority on 2-8-1996. 

The management in its reply stated that all the 
workmen obtained the appointment in the Railway 
Department through Sh. Amrik Singh the then PQI/PQRS/ 
Safdarganj Delhi and secured appointment letters as 
gangman under him as per the policy of railway on the 
basis of fictitious casual labour cards. It is also contended 
by the management that on disclosure of this fictitious 
labour cards explanation of all the workmen was sought 
and dissatisfying with the explanation an inquiry was 
ordered. The enquiry officer during inquiry afforded all 
possible opportunity of being heard to all the workmen 


and after conducting a fair inquiry, inquiry report was 
submitted. The disciplinary authority on the basis of the 
inquiry report and after affording the opportunity of being 
heard awarded the punishment for termination of all the 
workmen from services. Every workman preferred the appeal 
which was also dismissed. The workmen raised the 
industrial disputes and on the failure of conciliation report, 
Government of India referred all the 11 industrial disputes 
regarding the legality of termination of the workmen. 

It is evidently clear that common question of law 
and facts were involved in all the 11 references, and 
accordingly all the 11 references were consolidated. 
I.D. 1/98 Sh. Radhey Shyam Vs. Northern Railway was 
made the leading file. On perusal of order dated 23-12-2008, 
it is also clear that inquiry report and proceedings were 
set aside by this Tribunal by speaking order and the parties 
were directed to adduce the evidence before this Tribunal 
for proving the charges labeled against the workmen. Every 
possible opportunity for adducing evidence was given. 
The management of Northern Railway was directed to 
adduce his evidence first, and thereafter, every workman 
was examined. 

I have heard the evidence for the parties in detail. 
Learned counsel for the workmen has argued that every 
workman has served the Railway Department for more than 
10 years and they have not produced any fictitious card, 
accordingly they deserve to remain in service. It is also 
argued by learned counsel for the management that 
hundred of other workers having the same charges are still 
working with the Railway Department. A vigilance inquiry 
was conducted and on the basis of the vigilance inquiry 
report, departmental proceedings against all the 11 w orkmen 
were initiated, whereas, rest all the workmen are still 
enjoying the fruits of Railway services. 

Learned counsel for the management has argued that 
every workman obtained the job through fictitious service 
cards having bogus entries. 

First of all, it is to make clear that before directing the 
parties to adduce evidence, every workman was heard in 
person in conciliation proceedings and in open Court. Every 
workman was acquainted with the facts and circumstances 
of the case and it was in their notice for what they were 
charged? 

On the basis of pleadings and evidence (oral and 
documentary) of the parties, I am of the view that 
termination order did not suffer with any illegality and 
the workmen are not entitled for any relief. I am reaching to 
the conclusion that workmen were rightly terminated from 
the services and they are not entitled for any relief on the 
following grounds:— 

1. That the initial appointment of every workman was 

based on fictitious entries in their job cards. It is 
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very well proved by three witnesses of the 
management namely Sh. Vijay Kumar posted as 
Section Engineer/P.Way, Etawah; Sh. A.K. Roy and 
Sh. Subash Chander that none of the workmen had 
ever worked in Etawah in any of the sections of the 
railway. 

2. It is admitted by the workman that they have never 
worked in Etawah in Railway Department. 

3. The documents filed by the management of 
railway relating to the working of the workmen at 
Etawah also proved that the present workmen had 
never worked in Etawah with Railway Department. 

4. The- initial appointments in Safdarganj at Delhi 
were based on the fictitious entries in their job card, 
that they worked for railway at Etawah for substantial 
period of time and it was on their working at Etawah, 
they were appointed by the Railway Department. 
Every workman became eligible for appointment 
because of their working at Etawah, but none of 
them had worked at Etawah. 

5. Thus, the initial appointments of the workmen were 
illegal as obatined on the basis of fictitious 
documents. If the initial appointment of any workmen 
is legal, it cannot be legalized on rendering by him a 
substantial priod of service. Thus, I am inclined to 
accept the contention of the workmen that they 
have worked for more than 10 years in the railway 
and are entitled for continue in the services. An 
illegal appointment always remains illegal and it 
cannot be legalized or validated by continuously 
rendering the services for substantial period. 

6.1 am not inclined also to accept the contention of 
the workman that all the workmen having similar 
cards are still working with the department. The role 
of this Tribunal is limited to the act of the workmen 
and the action taken by the prescribed authority 
against them. Moreover, the jurisdiction by this 
Tribunal is created by the references refereed by 
the Central Government and unless in exceptional 
circumstances where justice delivery warranted to 
do so, this Tribunal cannot travel beyond the scope 
of the reference. 

The reference is regarding the illegal termination of 
11 workmen and once it is found that their initial 
appointment was illegal, it cannot be the good defence 
that some other similarly placed persons are working with 
the railway department. Meaning thereby, an illegal 
appointment cannot be validated on the ground that some 
other persons on illegal appointments are working with 
the Railway Department. It is open for the railway 
department for taken appropriate disciplinary action against 
other workmen, if found necessary. Moreover, this may 


also give an apportunity to the workmen to complaint to 
the prescribe authority regarding the persons who are 
still working with the railway department on illegal 
appointments. But, as stated earlier, this action cannot 
validate the illegal appointment of the workmen based on 
fictitious entries in their job cards. 

Thus, on the basis of above, I am of the view that 
once initial appointment of any workmen is found to be 
illegal, it cannot at ail be validated by such circumstances 
as alleged by the workmen in the present references. 
Workmen presented himself to be an old and experienced 
workmen while obtaining the appointment letters, but in 
fact they had never worked on the places shown in his job 
cards. The initial appointment was obtained on fictitious 
docements. One more argument raised by the workmen 
that Sh. Amrik Singh who appointed the workmen was not 
even given charge-sheet. There is no material on record to 
prove even prima facie that Sh. Amrik Singh was 
anyhow involved in illegal appointments of the workmen. 
Moreover, this issue cannot validate the illegal 
appointments of the workmen. At the cost of repetition, 
the act and conduct of the workmen shall be taken into 
consideration by this Tribunal under the scope of the 
reference referred by the Central Government. 

Thus, on the basis of above observation, I am of 
the view that the management of Northern Railway has 
proved the charge lebelled against the workmen before 
this Tribunal by adducing the reliable and cogent evidence. 
The termination of the workmen from the services seems 
to be only appropriate remedy. Thus, workmen are not 
entitled for any relief as they all have been rightly 
terminated from the services. Let the Central Government 
be approached for publication of the award and 
thereafter, file be consigned to record room. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
M fa#, 24 ^TT i , 2009 

■^T.3tT. 2236.—STfafWT, 1947 ( 1947 
cpT 14) frTCT 17 ^ ft, tMq *U°hR ^ 

ftftnj PnPH& ^ 

qflfarcf ft* ftta, snptft ft' PhI^s 3tlalPi4> Pq^is ft •Mm 

*U4>R afttrerm, ftw (ft^ft Ml 

13/2007) WrfifRT i, *u4*r 

24-7-2009 ^ TO |T3Tf I 

[ft. TT^T-12012/16/2007-3^.3TR(ftM)] 

3TSFT srftreftt 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2009 

S.O. 2236.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 13/2007) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Emakulam as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of The Catholic 
Syrian Bank Ltd. and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 24-7-2009. 

[No. L-12012/16/2007-1R (B-l)] 

AJAY KUM AR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P. L. NORBERT, B.A., LL B., 
Presiding Officer 

(Tuesday the 14 th day of July, 2009/23 rd Asadha, 1931) 

I.D. No. 13/2007 

Workman: 

Mrs. K.Usha Kumari, 

Valakkudi House, 

Chackai, Pettah, Trivandrum. 

By Adv. Shri T. P. Deyananthan. 

Management : 

The Chairman -cum-Managing 
Director, 

The Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd., 

Head Office, Trichur, Kerala. 

By Adv. M/s. B. S. Krishnan Associates. 

This case coming up for hearing on 10-7-2009, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 14-7-2009 passed the 
following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10( 1 )(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The reference is : 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd., with its head office at 
Trichur in terminating the services of Mrs. K. Usha 
Kumari, temporary part-time Sweeper of Pettah, 
Trivandrum branch of the bank w.e.f. 13-4-2004 is 
proper and justified? If not, to what relief the worker 
is entitled? 1 ' 

2. The facts of the case in brief are as follows:— 
Smt. K. Usha Kumari was temporary part-time Sweeper in 
Petta Branch of Catholic Syrian Bank. Her mother was a 
part time sweeper of the branch till her death on 9-4-1996. 
In that vacancy Usha Kumari was engaged as temporary 


part time sweeper. She continued to work until her 
termination from service on 13-4-2006. The termination is 
challenged on the ground that it is against the recognised 
procedure and provisions of Industrial Disputes Act. The 
demand of the worker for regularisation and increase in 
pay irritated the management and they were looking 
for a chance to smoke her out. No enquiry was conducted. 
The action was taken by the management during the 
pendency of conciliation proceedings before District 
Labour Officer. According to the management the worker 
had lodged a complaint with District Labour Officer that 
she was compelled to overwork. Since the worker started 
delaying the work with some ulterior motive which caused 
inconvenience in the smooth functioning of the bank a 
show cause notice was issued to her asking her to 
explain as to why her service shall not be dispensed with. 
Since no reply was submitted an order of termination 
was issued. There is no illegality in disengaging the 
worker as she was only a temporary part time sweeper and 
her service was dispensed with after giving notice. 

3. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is : 

Whether the termination is legal ? 

4. The evidence consists of the oral testimony of 
MW1 and the documentary evidence of Exts.Ml to 
Ml4(a) on the side of the management and WW1 and 
Exts. W1 to W-21 on the side of the worker. 

5. The Point:— The fact that Smt. K. Usha Kumari 
was a temporary part time sweeper is admitted. But 
according to the worker she was engaged initially during 
the leave vacancy of her mother Kousalya who was a 
part time sweeper in Pettah branch. While so, Smt. 
Kausalya died on 9-4-1996. Since then Smt. Usha Kumari 
was working continuously till her termination from 
service. But the management denies engagement of the 
worker prior to 9-4-1996. But that cannot have any bearing 
on the issue referred. It is admitted that from 9-4-1996 till 
termination on 13-4-2006 she had been working 
continuously. There is no case or record to show that 
someone else was also working as part time sweeper during 
this period. No regular hands were also appointed. Thus 
she worked continuously for a period of 10 years as 
temporary part time sweeper. But according to the 
management the initial appointment was for a period of 
6 months and was being renewed on application for the 
following periods of six months each. That at any rate does 
not affect continuous service defined under Section 25-B 
of I.D. Act because there is no break in service. 

6. Ext.Ml is the application of the worker for 
employment as part time sweeper. Ext.M2 is the 
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very well proved by three witnesses of the 
management namely Sh. Vijay Kumar posted as 
Section Engineer/P.Way, Etawah; Sh. A.K. Roy and 
Sh. Subash Chander that none of the workmen had 
ever worked in Etawah in any of the sections of the 
railway. 

2. It is admitted by the workman that they have never 
worked in Etawah in Railway Department. 

3. The documents filed by the management of 
railway relating to the working of the workmen at 
Etawah also proved that the present workmen had 
never worked in Etawah with Railway Department. 

4. The- initial appointments in Safdarganj at Delhi 
were based on the fictitious entries in their job card, 
that they worked for railway at Etawah for substantial 
period of time and it was on their working at Etawah, 
they were appointed by the Railway Department. 
Every workman became eligible for appointment 
because of their working at Etawah, but none of 
them had worked at Etawah. 

5. Thus, the initial appointments of the workmen were 
illegal as obatined on the basis of fictitious 
documents. If the initial appointment of any workmen 
is legal, it cannot be legalized on rendering by him a 
substantial priod of service. Thus, I am inclined to 
accept the contention of the workmen that they 
have worked for more than 10 years in the railway 
and are entitled for continue in the services. An 
illegal appointment always remains illegal and it 
cannot be legalized or validated by continuously 
rendering the services for substantial period. 

6.1 am not inclined also to accept the contention of 
the workman that all the workmen having similar 
cards are still working with the department. The role 
of this Tribunal is limited to the act of the workmen 
and the action taken by the prescribed authority 
against them. Moreover, the jurisdiction by this 
Tribunal is created by the references refereed by 
the Central Government and unless in exceptional 
circumstances where justice delivery warranted to 
do so, this Tribunal cannot travel beyond the scope 
of the reference. 

The reference is regarding the illegal termination of 
11 workmen and once it is found that their initial 
appointment was illegal, it cannot be the good defence 
that some other similarly placed persons are working with 
the railway department. Meaning thereby, an illegal 
appointment cannot be validated on the ground that some 
other persons on illegal appointments are working with 
the Railway Department. It is open for the railway 
department for taken appropriate disciplinary action against 
other workmen, if found necessary. Moreover, this may 


also give an apportunity to the workmen to complaint to 
the prescribe authority regarding the persons who are 
still working with the railway department on illegal 
appointments. But, as stated earlier, this action cannot 
validate the illegal appointment of the workmen based on 
fictitious entries in their job cards. 

Thus, on the basis of above, I am of the view that 
once initial appointment of any workmen is found to be 
illegal, it cannot at all be validated by such circumstances 
as alleged by the workmen in the present references. 
Workmen presented himself to be an old and experienced 
workmen while obtaining the appointment letters, but in 
fact they had never worked on the places shown in his job 
cards. The initial appointment was obtained on fictitious 
docements. One more argument raised by the workmen 
that Sh. Amrik Singh who appointed the workmen was not 
even given charge-sheet. There is no material on record to 
prove even prima facie that Sh. Amrik Singh was 
anyhow involved in illegal appointments of the workmen. 
Moreover, this issue cannot validate the illegal 
appointments of the workmen. At the cost of repetition, 
the act and conduct of the workmen shall be taken into 
consideration by this Tribunal under the scope of the 
reference referred by the Central Government. 

Thus, on the basis of above observation, I am of 
the view that the management of Northern Railway has 
proved the charge lebelled against the workmen before 
this Tribunal by adducing the reliable and cogent evidence. 
The termination of the workmen from the services seems 
to be only appropriate remedy. Thus, workmen are not 
entitled for any relief as they all have been rightly 
terminated from the services. Let the Central Government 
be approached for publication of the award and 
thereafter, file be consigned to record room. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
3^ 24 i, 2009 
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New Delhi, the 24th July, 2009 

S.O. 2236,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 13/2007) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Emakulam as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of The Catholic 
Syrian Bank Ltd. and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 24-7-2009. 

[No. L-12012/16/2007-1R (B-I)J 

AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNADCUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P. L. NORBERT, B.A., LL B., 
Presiding Officer 

(Tuesday the 14th day of July, 2009/23rd Asadha, 1931) 

I. D. No. 13/2007 

Workman: 

Mrs. K.Usha Kumari, 

Valakkudi House, 

Chackai, Pettah, Trivandrum. 

By Adv. Shri T. P. Deyananthan. 

Management: 

The Chairman -cum-Managing 
Director, 

The Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd., 

Head Office, Trichur, Kerala. 

By Adv. M/s. B S. Krishnan Associates. 

This case coming up for hearing on 10-7-2009, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 14-7-2009 passed the 
following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10(l)(d) of 
Industrial Dispuies Act. The reference is : 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd., with its head office at 
Trichur in terminating the services of Mrs. K. Usha 
Kumari, temporary part-time Sweeper of Pettah, 
Trivandrum branch of the bank w.e.f. 13-4-2004 is 
proper and justified? If not, to what relief the worker 
is entitled 9 " 

2. The facts of the case in brief are as follows:— 
Smt. K. Usha Kumari was temporary part-time Sweeper in 
Petta Branch of Catholic Syrian Bank. Her mother was a 
part time sweeper of the branch till her death on 9-4-1996. 

In that vacancy Usha Kumari was engaged as temporary 


part time sweeper. She continued to work until her 
termination from service on 13-4-2006. The termination is 
challenged on the ground that it is against the recognised 
procedure and provisions of Industrial Disputes Act. The 
demand of the worker for regularisation and increase in 
pay irritated the management and they were looking 
for a chance to smoke her out. No enquiry was conducted. 
The action was taken by the management during the 
pendency of conciliation proceedings before District 
Labour Officer. According to the management the worker 
had lodged a complaint with District Labour Officer that 
she was compelled to overwork. Since the worker started 
delaying the work with some ulterior motive which caused 
inconvenience in the smooth functioning of the bank a 
show cause notice vvas issued to her asking her to 
explain as to why her service shall not be dispensed with. 
Since no reply was submitted an order of termination 
was issued. There is no illegality in disengaging the 
worker as she was only a temporary part time sweeper and 
her service was dispensed with after giving notice. 

3. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is : 

Whether the termination is legal ? 

4. The evidence consists of the oral testimony of 
MW1 and the documentary evidence of Exts.Ml to 
MI4(a) on the side of the management and WWI and 
Exts. W1 to W-21 on the side of the worker. 

5. The Point:— The fact that Smt. K. Usha Kumari 
was a temporary part time sweeper is admitted. But 
according to the worker she was engaged initially during 
the leave vacancy of her mother Kousalya who was a 
part time sweeper in Pettah branch. While so, Smt. 
Kausalya died on 9-4-1996. Since then Smt. Usha Kumari 
was working continuously till her termination from 
service. But the management denies engagement of the 
worker prior to 9-4-1996. But that cannot have any bearing 
on the issue referred. It is admitted that from 9-4-1996 till 
termination on 13-4-2006 she had been working 
continuously. There is no case or record to show that 
someone else was also working as part time sweeper during 
this period. No regular hands were also appointed. Thus 
she worked continuously for a period of 10 years as 
temporary part time sweeper. But according to the 
management the initial appointment was for a period of 
6 months and was being renewed on application for the 
following periods of six months each. That at any rate does 
not affect continuous service defined under Section 25-B 
of I.D. Act because there is no break in service. 

6. Ext.Ml is the application of the worker for 
employment as part time sweeper. Ext.M2 is the 
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appointment order. Ext.M3 is a report of Branch 
Manager to the Chairman of the bank regarding joining 
of duty by the worker. Ext.M4 is a show-cause notice 
issued by the bank on 18-1-2006. Ext.M4 (a) is the postal 
acknowledgement card. According to the bank the 
worker failed to reply to Ext.M4 notice. Hence on 
6-3-2006 an order of termination was issued which is 
Ext.MS. It is submitted by the learned counsel for the 
worker that to Ext.M4 the worker had sent a reply. 
However there is no evidence to show that the worker 
had replied. Immediately after the order of termination 
the worker had made a representation to the Branch 
Manager on 10-3-2006 which is Ext.M6. There, nothing 
is mentioned about a reply having sent to Ext. 4. She 
only sought reinstatement by Ext.M6. The question is 
whether by merely issuing a show cause notice a 
temporary worker can be thrown out from service 
without a domestic enquiry. Admittedly the worker was 
a temporary part time sweeper all along. The very nature 
of the status invites the risk of termination at any 
movement, but following the procedure for termination 
under I.D. Act. If the worker has put in a continuous 
service of240 or more days in a calendar year her service 
as temporary employee can be dispensed with only in 
compliance with S.25-F of I.D. Act. However unlike a 
regular employee no domestic enquiry is required in 
respect of a temporary hand. Therefore there is no 
illegality in terminating the service without an enquiry. 
As per records produced by the management she was 
given an opportunity of hearing by issuing a notice 
and calling for an explanation. The worker did not avail 
the opportunity by replying to the allegations in the 
show-cause notice. 

7. Since the worker had worked continuously for 
more than 240 days every year till her termination she can 
be sent away only in accordance with S.25-F of I.D. Act. 
Definitely a notice contemplated under Section 25-F was 
given to the worker by Ext. M4 dated 18-1-2006. The order 
of termination was issued only on 6-3-2006 after more 
than one month. But S.25-F(b) is also to be complied 
with by the management i.e., she has to be given 
retrenchment compensation equivalent to fifteen days’ 
average pay for every completed year of continuous 
service. Admittedly the 2nd part of the provision is not 
complied with by the management, i.e. is not enough to 
comply with this provision subsequent to the order of 
termination. It is a mandatory provision and its violation 
makes the order ab initio void. 

8. That apart at the time of termination a conciliation 
proceeding was pending with District Labour Officer. In 


para 4 of the claim statement it is mentioned that the 
worker had lodged a complaint with D.L.O., Trivandrum on 
13-12-2005. While that complaint was pending with 
D.L.O. she was terminated from service by order dated 
6-3-2006. She had filed another complaint on 10-3-2006 to 
D.L.O. complaining about the termination. Ext.M7 is the 
complaint. The D.L.O. had issued a notice on the 
complaint to the management on 20-3-2006 and copy of the 
notice is Ext.M8. There is an allegation by the worker that 
what prompted the management to terminate her service 
is due to the complaint lodged by her with D.L.O. 
To support the contention Ext.W-13 is produced by the 
worker. It is a letter of Branch Manager to the worker 
dated 6-8-1999 asking her to withdraw the complaint 
lodged with the D.L.O. in 1999 so that the management 
would consider her for appointment as part time sweeper. 
However the show-cause notice was issued only in 2006 
and termination order was also issued in 2006. Therefore 
the first complaint lodged with the D.L.O. in 1999 has no 
immediate link to the action initiated in 2006. But the action 
was taken pending a complaint with the D.L.O. lodged in 
2005. S.33 of the I.D. Act says that the service conditions 
have to remain unchanged during the pendency of 
conciliation proceedings before a Conciliation Officer 
or a Board or Arbitrator or a Labour Court or Industrial 
Tribunal or National Industrial Tribunal except with the 
express permission in writing of the authority before which 
the proceeding is pending. No. permission was obtained 
by the management for terminating the service of the 
worker. Smt. Usha Kumari being a workman within the 
definition of S.2(s) of I.D. Act it was necessary to obtain 
permission of D.L.O. before terminating the service. On 
that ground also the termination is illegal. 

In the light of the reasons stated above 1 find that 
the termination is illegal and in violation of the provisions 
of S.25-F and 33 of I.D. Act and hence the worker is 
entitled to be reinstated. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in terminating the service of 
Smt. K. Usha Kumari, temporary part time sweeper of 
Pettah branch w.e.f. 13-4-2006 is illegal and improper and 
she is entitled to be reinstated with back wages and all 
other consequential benefits. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant transcribed and 
typed by her corrected and passed by me on this the 14th 
day of July, 2009. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
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Appendix 

Witness for the Workman 

WW1 - 6-5-2009 - Smt. Usha Kumari 

Witnesses for the Management 

MW1 - 8-7-2009 - Smt. P. J. Thressiakutty 

Exhibits for the Workman 

W1 - Pass Book of late Kausalya. 

W2 - Photocopy of pay slip of late Kausalya. 

W3 - Character and conduct certificate issued from St. 
Anne’s Church to Kausalya. 

W4 - Appointment letter issued to late Kausalya. 

W5 - Death Certificate of late Kausalya. 

W6 - Photocopy of the identity card of workman 

W7 - Original Pass Book of workman 

W8 - The photocopy of pay slip of workman. 

W9 - True copy of the representation submitted by the 
workman to the Manager of the Bank for releasing 
salary withheld from January, 1999. 

W10 - Original Letter dated 17-3-1999 issued by the Bank 
dispensing with the service of workman. 

W11 -True copy of the representation dated 20-3-1999 
Workman addressed to the General Manager 
requesting to release the salary 

W12 - Letter dated 26-3-1999 of Bank issued to the worker 
regarding disbursement of salary. 

W13 - Letter dated 6-8-1999 issued by the Manager, 
demanding withdrawal of complaint. 

W14- Notice dated 16-9-1999 issued from the office of 
D.L.O. Thiruvananthapuram regarding conciliation 
to be held on 24-9-1999 

W15 - Show-cause notice 18-1-2006 issued to the worker. 

W16 - Explanation dated 1-2-2006 to Ext.W-15 

W17 - Postal receipt dated 3-2-2006. 

W18 - Postal acknowledgement card. 

W19 - Order of termination dated 6-3-2006 of the Deputy 
General Manager issued to the workman. 

W20 -True copy of the representation dated 10-3-2006 
submitted by the workman to the General Manager 
requesting reinstatement. 


W21 - Letter dated 18-5-2006 of D.L.O. Thiruvanan- 
thapuram issued to worker. 

Exhibits for the Management 

Ml - Application of the worker dated 10-9-1996 for 
engagement as part time sweeper. 

M2 - True copy of the Letter No.3612/97 dated 
16-5-1997 issued by the Staff Department of 
the Head office to the Branch Manager, 
Pallimukku. 

M3 - True copy of the reply to the above letter dated 
21-5-1997 issued by the Branch Manager. 
Pallimukku. 

M4 - True copy of the show-cause notice No.S/7886/2006 
dated 18-1 -2006 issued by the Head Office to Smt. 
Usha Kumari. 

M4(a)-True copy of the postal acknowledgement card 
(a) dated 23-1-2006. 

M5 - True copy of the communication of disengage¬ 
ment dated 6-3-2006 issued to the worker. 

M6 - True copy of the letter dated 10-3-2006 submitted 
by Usha Kumari to the Branch Manager. 

M7 & 8 -True copy of the petition filed by Smt. Usha 
Kumari before the District Labour Officer, 
Trivandrum dated 10-3-2006 and the forwarding 
letter of District Labour Officer. 

M9 - True copy of the reply submitted by the Mana¬ 
gement dated 28-4-2006 before District Labour 
Officer. 

M10 -True copy of the petition filed by Smt. Usha 
Kumari before Abhaya Court, Trivandrum. 

Mil - True copy of the reply to M-10 submitted by the 
Management dated 16-6-2006. 

Ml2 - True copy of the representation dated 3-12-2005 
submitted by Smt. Usha Kumari to the District 
Labour Officer, Trivandrum. 

M13 - True copy of the reply dated 21-1-2006 submitted 
by the management to the above representation. 

M14 - Failure report of the Astt. Labour Commissioner 
(Central) dated 17-1-2007. 

M14(a)-Minutes of discussion before the Astt. Labour 
Commissioner (Central) dated 15-1 -2007. 
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New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

S. O. 2237.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT- 
2/41 /2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s. Western India 
Shipyard and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-3601 l/5/2000-IR(M)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
Present : Shri A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/41 of2001 

Employers in Relation to the Management of 
M/s. Western India Shipyard Ltd. 

The Managing Director 

M/s. Western India Shipyard Ltd. 

Mormugao Harbour 
Mormugao 

Goa-403 803. 

And 

Their Workmen 

The General Secretary 

Marmagoa Waterfront Workers Union 

Mukund Building, 2nd floor 

P.O. BoxNo. 90 

Vasco-da-Gama 

Goa-403 802. 

APPEARANCES 

For the Employer : M/s. S. G. Kurup Advocate 

i/b 

M/s. Legal Associates. 


For the Workmen : Mr. B.B. Lakhakar 

Advocate. 

Mumbai, dated 5 th June, 2009. 

AWARD PART-II 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
OrderNo.L-36011/5/2000- IR(M) dated 27-3-2001 in exercise 
of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Western India Shipyard Ltd., Goa in refusing 
employment to Shri Shivanand N. Desai, Fireman 
w.e.f. 9-5-2000 is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. Claim Statement is filed by the General 
Secretary, Marmagoa Waterfront Workers Union, 
Vasco.da-Gama at Ex-5 stating that concerned workman 
worked on the post of Fireman in Fire & Safety Department 
with first party. He was served with letter dated 4-8-1999 

where irregular attendance to duties from 7-7-1999 was 
mentioned. Management called upon the workman to 
resume his duties on 12-8-1999 and accordingly workman 
resumed his duties. According to union, concerned 
workman was having weekly off on 7-7-1999 and was 
present on duty on 8-7-1999. It is case cf the union that, 
on 9-8-99,10-08-99 and 11 -8-99 due to knee injury he unable 
to report on duty and had intimated Sanjay Rao, Personnel 
Officer. It is submitted by union that, inspite of resuming 
duty on 12-8-1999 again concerned workman was issued 
charge sheet dated 16-1 1-1999 leveling charges of 
unauthorised absenteeism of 8 days upto August 1999 
and charge of willful insubordination or disobedience of 
superiors and acts subversive of discipline. According 
to union, said charges where vague. In the said charge 
sheet, no sufficient time was given to him to reply the 
charges. It is submitted by the union that, again he was 
informed to attend the enquiry by letter dated 25-10-99 
by fixing date of inquiry without giving sufficient time. It 
is alleged by the union, that during that relevant period, 
concerned workman appeared with representative in the 
enquiry by making preparation. Though dates were given, 
no body appeared from management side. It is alleged 
by the union that, from 6-4-2000 to 8-5-2000 concerned 
workman was suffering from jaundice and had intimated 
that with medical certificate to first party management. 
On 9-5-2000 when he reported to join duty, he was not 
allowed to join. According to union, on such charges 
inquiry was conducted and without giving sufficient 
opportunity, finding was given by the Inquiry Officer 
by holding him guilty of unauthorised absenteeism. So it 
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is case of union that, said inquiry be declared null and 
void observing findings perverse. It is also stated that, 
punishment awarded of dismissal be set aside with cost 
and with direction to first party to reinstate him in the 
employment with benefit of backwages and continuity of 
service. 


Reasons 


Issues Nos. 3 & 4: 


6. By passing part-1 award, enquiry was declared 
null and void and findings perverse. 


3. This is disputed by the first party by filing reply 
at Ex-8 stating that, enquiry was fair and proper. It is stated 
that sufficient opportunity was given to concerned 
workman. It is alleged that it was not utilized by the 
concerned workman. It is stated that, he was having habit 
of remaining absent. He remained absent on number of 
instances without intimation and without prior permission. 
It is alleged that, charge sheet was served and opportunity 
was given. It is stated that, nobody appeared on his behalf 
and protested the action of the Management. It is case of 
the first party that, since concerned workman was working 
on sensitive post of Fireman and since he was having 
habit of remaining absent with out prior intimation and 
permission, his absenteeism affect on the administration 
of the management and-it unable to cope up with that and 
provide a substitute to fill the absence of the concerned 
workman to update the Fire and Safety Department. So it 
is submitted that, since concerned workman was irregular 
in attending his duties and frequently remained absent 
which he continued reveal that, he is not interested in the 
employment and management was left with no other option 
but to dismiss concerned workman from employment. So 
it submitted that, action taken of dismissal is just, proper 
and does not require to interfere. 

4. Union filed Rejoinder at Ex-9 denying the case of 
the first party and asking management to prove the 
contention taken in the written statement. 

5. In view of the above pleadings my Learned 
Predecessor framed issues at Ex-10. Out of those, issue of 
fairness ofenquiiy'and perversity of findings were decided 
by passing part-1 award on 14-7-2006 holding enquiry not 
fair, proper and findings perverse. In the said order, first 
party was asked to justify its action of dismissal. So the 
following issues i.e. issue Nos. 3 & 4 are now taken for 
consideration which are answered against it. 

Issues Findings 

(iii) Whether the action of the 
management of M/s. Western 
India Shipyard Ltd., Goa in 
refusing employment to 
Shri Shivanand N. Desai, 

Fireman w.e.f. 9-5-2000 is 

legal and justified? Yes. 

(iv) What relief Shri Desai is Does not 

entitled to? arise. 


7. In this second attempt, first party, tried to 
justify its action of dismissal by leading evidence and had 
filed affidavit in lieu of examination- in-chief of Krishnan 
A. Thevar at Ex-54 and of Rajesh Ajit Naik at Ex.71 who 
had stated in their respective affidavits that, concerned 
workman was having habit of remaining absent. Both in 
their respective affidavits have pointed out absenteeism 
of the concerned workman of July, 1998 to October, 1998. 
They also stated that, management issued letter dated 
23-10-1998 asking concerned workman to join the duty 
with explanation about absenteeism. They also stated that, 
by letter dated 02-01-1999 they pointed out absenteeism 
of concerned workman. They alleged that, concerned 
workman was in habit of remaining absent. They alleged 
that, number of opportunities were given to the concerned 
workman, but he did utilised it and show any improvement 
and he continued to remain absent. They claim that, even 
after enquiry, this workman continued to remain absent. 
They alleged that, in January, 1998 concerned workman 
remained absent for 3 days. They alleged that, in the month 
of February, 1998 he was absent for 10 days. They alleged 
that in March, 1998, he was absent for 3 days, in April, 
1998 for 4 days, in May, 1998 for 7 days, in June, 1998, for 
8 days, in July, 1998, for 20 days, in August, 1998 for 
8 days, in September, 1998, for 14 days, in October, 1998, 
for 16 days, in November, 1998 for 5 days and in the month 
of December, 1998, for 10 days. They also alleged that, in 
January, 1999 concerned workman again remained absent 
for 22 days, in February, 1999 for 19 days, in March, 1999 
for 24 days, in April, 1999 for 22 days, in May, 1999 for 
18 days, in June 1999 for 2 days and in July, 1999 for 
21 days. As far of this absenteeism is concerned, though 
witnesses management were made available in cross, it is 
pertinent to note that, except asking for producing original 
of muster roll and non-supplying of copies, nothing is 
put those witnesses by concerned workman on charge of 
absenteeism. It is pertinent to note that said absenteeism 
was not denied by the concerned workman saying that he 
was present but he was purposely marked absent. Even 
he admits the address mentioned is service record. First 
party alleges that, most of correspondence were sent to 
workman’s address but not claimed. 

8. As far as absenteeism is concerned, and the 
absenteeism pointed out by these witnesses after enquiry' 
which is not disputed by concerned workman reveals that, 
there was no improvement in the absenteeism of the 
concerned workman. It is pertinent to note that, 
concerned workman was working in Fire Department as 
Fireman. We know the importance of Fire Department 
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and its emergency and its punctuality. If staff is not 
available in such Department, definitely question will arise 
m wha, way Fine Department can taclTthe urgent caH or 
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Besides it is not case that, it was rare occasion of his 

referreTaT °" "*!* C ° n ' rary ’ mana 8 e '™"t witness 
referred above reveals that, on number of occasions he 

remained absent and he has not shown single example 

or sing e instance where he has obtainetfpermis "on 

durmg h,s absenteeism or remained absent with prior 

permission or intimation. In reply Second party filed 

absem f" h°' ' he CTOSS he admi,s ,ha '- he was 
bsent from duty when he was dismissed from 

employment He admits tha, he might be absent in July, 

,ha! dor " S ,ha '’ he haS "° evidence 10 show 

that documents maintained by firs, party are no, genuine 

show miff T ' HC adm '‘ S ‘ baI he bas no evidence t0 

ow that, first party manages postal authority to create 
evidence about obtaining remarks "refused" on 

Ka™ P ° n dv Ce E J Ve " hC admi,S lhat ' his address of 
. , A ,u d , Vasco ' da " Gaina were with First party He 
stated that, he received one letter on that address. When 

'I ! S s,tuat,on and When concerned workman admits 
that he remained absent from the post of Fireman which 
IS veiy sensitive and important post, in my considered 
view decision taken of dismissal is just proper and does 
not require any interference. 

10. Though it was held that, enquiry was pot fair 
and proper and findings perverse, still first party 
management succeeded in justifying its action of dismissal 
1 accept the decision of the management holding it just 
an proper. So I conclude that decision taken by first 
party m dismissing concerned workman does not invite 
any interference. 


: arret is, 2009/am 74 i 931 


4725 


1 1 . Since decision taken by the first party is just 

nfm,’ r" my cons,dered view concerned workman is 
not entitled for any relief. 

12. In view of above discussions, I conclude that 
reference require to be rejected. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

Reference is rejected. 

_ _ A - A - LAD, Presiding Officer 

Date: 05-06-2009 

^ 27 2009 

^ ^ 2238 -—^Lich STfirfirqq 1947 

( | !W ^ m 17 * 3 ’3 W ” 1 *** WTO 

* * 

SrfWn/St, U-J, Ti * rjw ( ^f ^ 

49/2007 ) qft fmtrfyp, TOft I, vft *** ^ 23 

N- ReT-3001 l/18/2007-3TT|3TR(TTq)] 

3Tfi|^ 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

t .J: P’. 2238 *— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Gove m ^ ent hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 49,2007) 
G ° vernment industrial Tribunal/Labour 

tJ, ^ ’ Delhl n ° W as shown in the Annexure in ' 
he Industnal Dispute between the employers in relation 
o the management of IOCLand their workman, which was 
ived by the Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-3001 l/18/2007-IR(M)J 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

annexure 

BEFORE DR R K. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENTINDUSTRIAI 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. I 
NEW DELHI, KARKARDOOMA COURT 
COMPLEX DELHI 
I. D. No. 49/2007 

Ram Lakhan Sahni 
Through The President, 

Gas Workers Union, 

C/o CPWD Workers Union, Sector—IV 

R. K. Puram, New Delhi-110022. ’ .... Workman 

Versus 

The Sr. Plant Manager, 

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (IOCL), 

LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar 

New Delhi—110076. 

M/s. Madhu Gas Agency, 

Shop No. 15, Indel Commercial Compllex 
Main Market Kondli, 


New Delhi—II0091. 


....Management 
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award 

Ram Lakhan Sahni was working with M s. Madhu 
Gas Agencv, New Delhi, contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling 
Plant, Madanpur, Khadar. New Delhi, who were given 
work order for cylinder transportation as Madanpur 
Khadar plant of Indian Oil Corporation. He claimed that 
he was appointed by the management. In June, 2005, his 
services were dispensed with. Feeling aggrieved by the 
said act he raised an industrial dispute before the 
conciliation officer. Since conciliation preceedings failed, 
the appropriate Government referred a dispute to this 
Tribunal vide letter No. L-30011/18/2007-IR(M) dated 
25-6-2007 w ith following terms;— 

“Whether the termination of the workmen, Shri Ram 
Lakhan Sahni in June, 2005, by M/s. Madhu Gas 
Agency, New Delhi contractor of IOCL, LPG, Bottling 
Plant, Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi isjust and legal? 

If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled?” 

2. The appropriate Government directed the workman 
to tile his claim statement with his Tribunal within a period 
of 15 days vide letter dated 25th of June, 2007. Inspite of 
instructions issued in that regard, workman opted not to 
file any calim statement. 

3 Notice was sent to the workman to file his claim 
statement. Shri D. Sharma General Secretary, Gas Workers 
Union Sector 4, R.K. Puram, New Delhi, appeared before 
this Tribunal on 13-9-07. Matter was adjourned for filing ot 
the Jam Jaiemem for 14-11-07. Thereafter none appeared 
on bell ail ol the workman. 

4 f r esh notice was sent to the workman by registered 
post on 12-6-09, calling upon the workman to file his claim 
statement Neither the postal article has been received back 
nor am one appeared on behalf of the workman in 
pursuance of the notice. Every presumption lies in favour 
of the fact that the workman was served with the notice. 
No claim statement has been filed in the matter, on behalf 
of ihe workman. 

s Management presented its written statement in an 
answer to the terms of the reference. It was claimed on 
behalf of 'the management that there was no relationship of 
emnkner and employee between the workman and Indian 
Oil Corporation. It was agitated that the workman may be 
an emnloc ee of M/s. Shiv Goods Carrier, who were given 
work order for cylinder transportation at the Madanpur 
Khadar plant of the Corporation. It was projected that for 
w ant of pnvitv of contract between the parties, there was 
no dispute, much-less on industrial dispute, to be 
adjudicated by this Tribunal. From facts projected by the 
ouma'-ement si emerges that there was no relationship of 
employ et and employee between the workman and Indian 
Oil Corporation. 

p Since me workman had not opted to put forward 
his claim and management denies relationship ot workman 


and employer between them, under these circumstances it 
cannot be said that services of the workman were 
terminated by the Indian Oil Corporation in June, 05. The 
reference itself proposes that service of the workman was 
terminated by M/s. Shiv Goods Carrier, New Delhi, who 
were working as contractor at LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur 
Khadar of the Corporation. Under these circumstances it is 
evident that no industrial dispute existed between the 
workman and the management of Indian Oil Corporation. 

For want of claim statement on behalf of the workman it 
emerges that the workman had given up his grivance in the 
matter. Under these circumstances an award is accordingly 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-7-09 

^ f^fr, 27 ^t 2009 

■gjT 3TT. 2239,—3tWiPlT StfafTIR, 1947 

(1947 14) 17 ^ ^ 

3Tli 3Tt TTT. ^ ^ ^ M*\<& ^ 

zpfanff arjw 3 

izzm af i aite srfsFFWsw u T ^ ^ 

tfxz wn 52/2007) ymiFfO i, 

y<«bl< ^ 23-7-09 ^ W 1 

[U TT^-30011/20/2007-3n|.3IK.(TR) 1 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 
S O 2239—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute; Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 52/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, No. I, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of IOCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-7-09. 

[No. L-3001 l/20/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

annexure 

BEFORE DR. R.K. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT NO. 1, 

NEW DELHI, KARKARDOOMACOURTCOMPLEX 

DELHI 

L D. No. 52/2007 

Shri Jai Parkash Mandal 
Through The President, 

Gas Workers Union, 

C/o CPWD Workers Union, Sector—IV, 

R. K. Puram, New Delhi—110022. ....Workman 


mo' 
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Versus 

The Sr. Plant Manager, 

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (IOCL), 

LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi-—110076. 

2. M/s. Mehra Roadways, 

TPT Centre, 

6, Punjabi Bagh, 

New Delhi .Management 

AWARD 

Jai Parkash Mandal was working with M/s Mehra 
Roadways, New Delhi, contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling 
Plant, Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi, who were given work 
order for cylinder transportation at Madanpur Khadar plant 
of Indian Oil Corporation. He claimed that he was appointed 
by the management. In June, 2005, his services were 
dispensed with. Feeling aggrieved by the said act he raised 
an industrial dispute before' the conciliation officer. Since 
conciliation preceedings failed, the appropriate Government 
referred a dispute to this Tribunal vide letter No. L-30011/ 
20/2007-IR(M) dated 25-6-2007 with following terms:- 

“Whether the termination of the workmen, Shri Jai 
Parkash Mandal in June, 2005, by M/s Mehra 
Roadways, New Delhi contractor of IOCL, LPG, 
Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi is just 
and legal? If not, to what relief the workmen are 
entitled?” 

2. The appropriate Government directed the workman 
to file his claim statement with this Tribunal within a period 
of 15 days vide letter dated 25th of June, 2007. Inspite of 
instructions issued in that regard, workman opted not to 
file any claim statement. 

3. Notice was sent to the workman to file his claim 
statement. Shri D. Sharma, General Secretary, Gas Workers 
Union Sector 4, R.K. Puram, New Delhi, appeared before 
this Tribunal on 13-9-07. Matter was adjourned for filing of 
the claim statement for 14-11-07. Thereafter none appeared 
on behalf of the workman. 

4. Fresh notice was sent to the workman by 
registered post statement on 12-6-09, calling upon the 
workman to file his claim statement. Neither the postal article 
has been received back nor anyone appeared on behalf of 
the workman in pursuance of the notice. Every presumption 
lies in favour of the fact that the workman was served with 
the notice. No claim statement has been filed in the matter, 
on behalf of the workman. 

5. Management presented its written statement in an 
answer to the terms of the reference. It was claimed on 
behalf of the management that there was no relationship of 
employer and employee between the workman and Indian 
Oil Corporation. It was agitated that the workman may be 


an employee of M/s. Mehra Roadways, who were given 
work order for cylinder transportation at the Madanpur 
Khadar Plant of the Corporation. It was projected that for 
want of privity of contract between the parties, there was 
no dispute, much-less on industrial dispute, to be 
adjudicated by this Tribunal. From facts projected by the 
management it emerges that there was no relationship of 
employer and employee between the workman and Indian 
Oil Corporation. 

6. Since the workman had not opted to put forward 
his claim and management denies relationship of workman 
and employer between them, under these circumstances it 
cannot be said that services of the workman were 
terminated by the Indian Oil Corporation in June, 05. The 
reference itself proposes that service of the workman was 
terminated by M/s. Mehra Roadways, New Delhi, who were 
working as contractor at LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur 
Khadar of the Corporation. Under these circumstances it is 
evident that no industrial dispute existed between the 
workman and the management of Indian Oil Corporation. 
For want of claim statement on behalf of the workman it 
emerges that the workman had given up his grievance in 
the matter. Under these circumstances an award is 
accordingly passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

DR. R.K.YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-7-09 

^ 27 i , 2009 

W. 3TT. 2240.-3^14+ 1947 (1947 

14) 17 W&K 33t£ 3ft. 

tret, wrra ^ ^ 

3 SttalPl'h ft** ^ 'HbfcK 

t~\, M fccrfl ‘HR (tM 

54/2007) ^ ^ f, ^ 23-7-09 

W7T *JTI 

[H Tet-3001 l/22/2007-3nim(TTTT)] 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

S. O. 2240.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 54/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, No.-l, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of IOCL. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 23-7-09. 

[ No. L-30011/22/2007-lR(M)j 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR.RK.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 1, 
NEW DELHI, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX 
DELHI 

I. D. No. 54/2007 

Shri Raja Mandat 
Through The President, 

Gas Workers Union, 

C/o CPWD Workers Union, Sector—IV, 

R. K. Puram, New Delhi—110022. .Workman 

Versus 

The Sr. Plant Manager, 

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (IOCL), 

LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi— 110076. 

2. M/s. Veena Gas Service, 

2/30A, Sarajullina Okhla Road, 

New Delhi—110025 .Management 

AWARD 

Raja Man dal was working with M/s. Veena Gas 
Service, New Delhi, contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling Plant, 
Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi, who were given work order 
for cylinder transportation at Madanpur Khadar plant of 
Indian Oil Corporation. He claimed that he w r as appointed 
by the management. In December, 2005, his services were 
dispensed with. Feeling aggrieved by the said act he raised 
an industrial dispute before the conciliation officer. Since 
conciliation preceedings failed, the appropriate Government 
referred a dispute to this Tribunal vide letter No. L-30011 / 
22/2007-IR(M) dated 25-6-2007 with following terms:- 

“ Whether the termination of the workmen, Shri Raja 

Mandal in December, 2005, by M/s. Veena Gas 

Service, New Delhi contractor of IOCL, LPG, Bottling 

Plant, Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi is just and legal? 

If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled?” 

2. The appropriate Government directed the workman 
to file his claim statement with this Tribunal within a period 
of 15 days vide letter dated 25th of June, 2007. Inspite of 
instructions in that regard, workman opted not to file any 
claim statement. 

3. Notice was sent to the workman to file his claim 
statement. Shri D. Sharma, General Secretary, Gas Workers 
Union Sector 4, R.K. Puram, New Delhi, appeared before 
this Tribunal on 13-9-07. Matter was adjourned for filing of 
the claim statement for 14-11-07. Thereafter none appeared 
on behalf of the workman. 

4. Fresh notice was sent to the workman by registered 
post on 12-6-09, calling upon the workman to file his claim 


statement. Neither the postal article has been received back 
nor anyone appeared on behalf of the workman in 
pursuance of the notice. Every presumption lies in favour 
of the fact that the workman was served with the notice. 
No claim statement has been filed in the matter, on behalf 
of the workman. 

5. Management presented its written statement in 
an answer to the terms of the reference. It was claimed on 
behalf of the management that there was no relationship of 
employer and employee between the workman and Indian 
Oil Corporation. It was agitated that the workman may be 
an employee of M/s. Mehra Roadways, who were given 
work order for cylinder transportation at the Madanpur 
Khadar plant of the Corporation. It was projected that for 
want of privity of contract between the parties, there was 
no dispute, much-less the industrial dispute, to be 
adjudicated by this Tribunal. From facts projected by the 
management it emerges that there was no relationship of 
employer and employee between the workman and Indian 
Oil Corporation. 

6. Since the workman had not opted to put forward 
his claim and management denies relationship of workman 
and employer between them, under these circumstances it 
cannot be said that services of the w r orkman were 
terminated by the Indian Oil Corporation in December, 05. 
The reference itself proposes that service of the workman 
was terminated by M/s. Veena Gas Service, New Delhi, 
who were working as contractor at LPG Bottling Plant, 
Madanpur Khadar of the Corporation. Under these 
circumstances it is evident that no industrial dispute existed 
between the workman and the management of Indian Oil 
Corporation. For want of claim statement on behalf of the 
workman it emerges that the workman had given up his 
grivance in the matter. Under these circumstances an award 
is accordingly passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-7-09 

27 ^i, 2009 

W.3TT. 2241.—3tWlfj|cfc fooTE? 344f4tH, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

S. O. 2241. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 53/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, No.-I, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of IOCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government 
on 23-7-09. 

[ No. L-30011/2 l/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R. K.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 1, 
NEW DELHI, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, 
DELHI 

I. D. No. 53/2007 

Jagan Nath Paswan, 

Through The President, 

Gas Workers Union, 

C/o CPWD Workers’ Union, Sector—IV, 

R. K. Puram, New Delhi—110022. .Workman 

Versus 

The Sr. Plant Manager, 

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (IOCL), 

LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi—110076. 

M/s. Shiv Goods Carrier, 

G.T. Road, 

Palwal (Haryana). .Management 

AWARD 

Jagan Nath Paswan was working with M/s. Shiv 
Goods Carrier, New Delhi, contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling 
Plant, Madanpur, Khadar, New Delhi, who were given work 
order for cylinder transportation at Madanpur Khadar plant 
of Indian Oil Corporation. He claimed that he was appointed 
by the management. In May, 2005, his services were 
dispensed with. Feeling aggrieved by the said act he raised 
an industrial dispute before the conciliation officer. Since 
conciliation proceedings failed, the appropriate Government 
referred a dispute to this Tribunal vide letter No. L-30011/ 
2 l/2007-IR(M) dated 25-6-2007 with following terms:— 

“Whether the termination of the workman, Shri Jagan 
Nath Paswan in May, 2005, by M/s. Shiv Goods 
Carrier, New Delhi, contractor of IOCL, LPG, Bottling 
Plant, Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled?” 


2. The appropriate Government directed the workman 
to file his claim statement with this Tribunal within a period 
of 15 days vide letter dated 25th of June, 2007. Inspite of 
instructions issued in that regard, workman opted not to 
file any claim statement. 

3. Notice was sent to the workman to file his claim 
statement. Shri D. Sharma General Secretary, Gas Workers 
Union, Sector 4, R.K. Puram, New Delhi, appeared before 
this Tribunal on 13-9-07. Matter was adjourned for filing of 
the claim statement for 14-11-07. Thereafter none appeared 
on behalf of the workman. 

4. Fresh notice was sent to the workman by registered 
post on 12-6-09, calling upon the workman to file his claim 
statement. Neither the postal article has been received back 
nor anyone appeared on behalf of the workman in 
pursuance of the notice. Every presumption lies in favour 
of the fact that the* workman was served with the notice. 
No claim statement has been filed in the matter on behalf of 
the workman. 

5. Management presented its written statement in 
an answer to the terms of the reference. It was claimed on 
behalf of the management that there was no relationship of 
employer and employee between the workman and Indian 
Oil Corporation. It was agitated that the workman may be 
an employee of M/s. Shiv Goods Carrier, who were given 
work order for cylinder transportation at the Madanpur 
Khadar plant of the Corporation. It was projected that for 
want of privity of contract between the parties, there was 
no dispute, much-less on industrial dispute, to be 
adjudicated by this Tribunal. From the facts projected by 
the management it emerges that there was no relationship 
of employer and employee between the workman and Indian 
Oil Corporation. 

6. Since the workman had not opted to put forward 
his claim and management denies relationship of workman 
and employer between them, under these circumstances it 
cannot be said that services of the workman were 
terminated by the Indian Oil Corporation in May, 2005. The 
reference itself proposes that service of the workman was 
terminated by M/s. Shiv Goods Carrier, New Delhi, who 
were working as contractor at LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur 
Khadar of the Corporation. Under these circumstances it is 
evident that no industrial dispute existed between the 
workman and the management of Indian Oil Corporation. 
For want of claim statement on behalf of the workman it 
emerges that the workman had given up his grievance in 
the matter. Under these circumstances an award is 
accordingly passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Office] 

Dated: 7-7-2009 
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New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

S.O. 2242.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 51/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No.-I. New Delhi, now' as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of IOCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-30011/23/2007-1 R(M)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R. K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVERNMENTINDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT 
NO. I, NEW DELHI, 

KARKARDOOMACOURTCOMPLEX, DELHI 

I. D. No. 51/2007 

Shri Raju Rai, BhagyaNarain, Bechan Dubey & 

Ashok Mandal, 

Through the President, 

Gas Workers Union, 

C/o CPWD Workers Union, Sector-I V 

R. K. Puram, New Delhi- ] 10022. .Workman 

Versus 

The Sr. Plant Manager, 

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (IOCL), 

LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi- 110076. 

M/s K-2, International, 255 A, 

Pocket -N, Santa Vihar, 

New Delhi-110076, .Management 

AWARD 

S/Shri Raju Rai, BhagyaNarain, Bechan Dubey and 
Ashok Mandal were working with M/s. K-2, International, 
New Delhi, contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling Plant, 
Madanpur Khadar. New Delhi, who were given work order 


for cylinder transportation as Madanpur Khadar Plant of 
Indian Oil Corporation. They claimed that they were 
appointed by the management.In June, August, June and 
November,2005 respectively their services were dispensed 
with. Feeling aggrieved by the said act,they raised an 
industrial dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Since 
conciliation proceedings failed, the appropriate Government 
referred a dispute to this Tribunal vide letter No.L-30011/ 
23/2007-IR(M) dated 25.6.2007 with following terms: 

“■Whether the termination of the workmen, Shri Raju 
Rai, BhagyaN arain, Bechan Dubey & Ashok Mandal 
in June, August, June and November 2005 
’•espectively by M/s. K-2 International, New Delhi 
contractor of IOCL, LPG, Bottling Plant, Madanpur 
Khadar, New Delhi is just and legal? If not, to what 
reliefthe workmen are entitled ?” 

2. The appropriate Government directed the workmen 
to file their claim statement w ith this Tribunal within a period 
of 15 days vide letter dated 25th of June, 2007. Inspite of 
instructions issued in that regard workmen opted not to 
file any claim statement. 

3. Notice was sent to the workmen to file their claim 
statement. Shri D. Sharma General Secretary, of Gas Workers 
Union Sector 4, R.K.Puram, New Delhi appeared before 
this Tribunal on 13-9-07. Matter was adjourned for filing of 
the claim statement for 14-11-07. Thereafter none appeared 
on behalf of the workmen. 

4. Fresh notice was sent to the workmen by registered 
post to file his claim statement on 12-6-09 calling upon 
them to file their claim statement. Neither the postal article 
had been received back nor anyone appeared on behalf of 
the workmen in pursuance of the notice. Every presumption 
lies in favor of the fact that the workmen were served with 
the notice. No claim statement has been filed in the matter, 
on behalf of the workmen. 

5. Management has presented its written statement 
in an answer to the terms of the reference. It was claimed 
on behalf of the management that there was no relationship 
of employer and employee between the workmen and Indian 
Oil Corporation. It was agitated that the workmen may be 
employees of M/s K-2 International, who were given w'ork 
order for the cylinder transportation at the Madanpur 
Khadar plant of the Corporation. It was projected that for 
want of privity of contract between the parties there was 
no dispute much less the industrial dispute to be 
adjudicated by this Tribunal. From facts projected by the 
management it emerges that there was no relationship of 
employer and employee between the workmen and Indian 
Oil Corporation. 

6. Since the workmen had not opted to put forward 
their claim and management denies relationship of workmen 
and employer between the parties, under these 
circumstances it cannot be said that services of the 
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workman were terminated by the Indian Oil Corporation in 
June, August, June and November, 2005 respectively. The 
reference itself proposes that service of the workmen was 
terminated by M/s K-2 International, New Delhi, who were 
working as contractor at LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur 
Khadar of the Corporation. Under these circumstances it 
is evident that no industrial dispute existed between the 
workmen and the management of Indian Oil Corporation. 
For want of claim statement on behalf of the workmen it 
emerges that the workmen had given up their grievances in 
the matter. Under these circumstances an award is 
accordingly passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-7-2009 

^ ftc#, 27 2009 

W. 3 TT. 2243 .—stfqfWT, 1947 (1947 
14 ) SJTCT 17 “fr 3 ^FR u f 4 , 7 T 73 TK 3 Tl£ 3 ?t. 7 ft. 
TTeT. -sfr WRIT ^ ^ #3, 

373*7*1 3 afi^Fich tttfh 3 Halflra 

37fa<*>< l 'l/9FT ’^TRtTcfT 77.-I, T T4R (TK4 

7772*71 50 / 2007 ) ^ t, 7 T 737 K ^ 

23 - 7-2009 ^ W<\ ^ 37 T *TT I 

[77. TTeT-30011/19/2007-37Tf.37R(^7)] 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

S.O. 2243. —In pursuance of Section 1 7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 50/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No.-I, New Delhi, now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of lOCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-300I I/19/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR RK. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
NO. I, NEW DELHI 

KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

I. D. No. 50/2007 

Shri Jeet Bahadur and Bipin Mandal, 

Through the President, 

Gas Workers Union, 

Co CPWD Workers Union, Sector-IV 

R. K.Puram, New Delhi-110022. .Workman 


Versus 

The Sr. Plant Manager, 

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (IOCL), 

LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi -110076. 

M/s. G. S. & Co., 

D-203, Sarita Vihar, 

New Delhi-110076. .Management 

AWARD 

Jeet Bahadur and Bipin Mandal were working with 
M/s. G.S. & Co., New Delhi, contractor of IOCL, LPG 
Bottling Plant, who were given work order for cylinder 
transportation at Madanpur Khadar plant of Indian Oil 
Corporation. They claimed that they were appointed by 
the management. However, in November and October, 2005, 
their services were dispensed with. Feeling aggrieved by 
the said act, they raised an industrial dispute before the 
conciliation officer. Since conciliation proceedings failed, 
the appropriate Government referred a dispute to this 
Tribunal vide letter No. L-3001 l/19/2007-IR(M) dated 
25-6-2007 with following terms: 

“Whether the termination of the workmen, Shri Jeet 

Bahadur and Bipin Mandal, in November and 

October, 2005 respectively by M/s. G.S.&Co.,New. 

Delhi contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling Plant, 

Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi is just and legal? If 

not, to what relief the workmen are entitled?” 

2. The appropriate Government directed the workmen 
to file their claim statement with this Tribunal within a period 
of 15 days vide letter dated 25th of June, 2007. Inspite of 
instructions issued in that regard workmen opted not to 
file any claim statement. 

3. Notice was sent to the workmen to file their claim 
statement. Shri D. Sharma General Secretary, of Gas 
Workers Union Sector 4, R.K.Puram, New Delhi appeared 
before this Tribunal on 13-9-07 . Matter was adjourned for^ 
filing of the claim statement for 14-11 -07. Thereafter none 
appeared on behalf of the workman. 

4. Fresh notice was sent to the workmen by 
registered post, calling upon them to file their claim 
statement by 7-7-09. Neither the postal article was received 
back nor anyone appeared on behalf of the workmen in 
pursuance of the notice. Every presumption lies in favour 
of the fact that the workmen were served with the notice. 
No claim statement has been filed in the matter on behalf of 
the workmen. 

5. Management has presented its written statement 
in an answer to the terms of dereference. It was claimed 
on behalf of the management that there was no relationship 
of employer and employee between the workmen and Indian 
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workman were terminated by the Indian Oil Corporation in 
June, August, June and November, 2005 respectively. The 
reference itself proposes that service of the workmen was 
terminated by M/s K-2 International, New Delhi, who were 
working as contractor at LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur 
Khadar of the Corporation. Under these circumstances it 
is evident that no industrial dispute existed between the 
workmen and the management of Indian Oil Corporation. 
For want of claim statement on behalf of the workmen it 
emerges that the workmen had given up their grievances in 
the matter. Under these circumstances an award is 
accordingly passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-7-2009 

27 2009 

^T.3TT. 2243.-3t1dlfil4> farfK 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ *TRT 17 ft, 3ft ftt 

TT^. ^ w «h44il<T 

ft Iftfe ft ^#4 TRTTC sMfW 

SffyraRWSPT ft.-I, M Rc-rfl ftr ft^TZ (RRft 

fttsRT 50/2007) y *+> ifVrcf wt f, ftl RR3RTC ^ 

23-7-2009 3tF<T I 

[ft TT^t-3001 l/I9/2007-3^.3TR.CRq)] 

srterft 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

S.O. 2243.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 50/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No.-l, New Delhi, now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of IOCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-30011/19/2007-1R (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R K. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
NO. I, NEW DELHI 

KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

I. D. No. 50/2007 

Shri Jeet Bahadur and Bipin Mandal, 

Through the President, 

Gas Workers Union, 


.Management 


Co CPWD Workers Union, Sector-1 V 
R. K. Puram.New Delhi-110022. 


.Workman 


Versus 

The Sr, Plant Manager, 

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (IOCL), 

LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi -110076. 

M/s.G.S.&Co., 

D-203,Sarita Vihar, 

New Delhi-110076. 

AWARD 

Jeet Bahadur and Bipin Mandal were working with 
M/s. G.S. & Co., New Delhi, contractor of IOCL, LPG 
Bottling Plant, who were given work order for cylinder 
transportation at Madanpur Khadar plant of Indian Oil 
Corporation. They claimed that they were appointed by 
the management. However, in November and October, 2005, 
their services were dispensed with. Feeling aggrieved by 
the said act, they raised an industrial dispute before the 
conciliation officer. Since conciliation proceedings failed, 
the appropriate Government referred a dispute to this 
Tribunal vide letter No. L-30011/19/2007-IR(M) dated 
25-6-2007 with following terms: 

“Whether the termination of the workmen, Shri Jeet 

Bahadur and Bipin Mandal, in November and 

October, 2005 respectively by M/s. G.S.& Co., New. 

Delhi contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling Plant, 

Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi is just and legal? It 

not, to what relief the workmen are entitled?’" 

2. The appropriate Government directed the workmen 
to file their claim statement with this Tribunal within a period 
of 15 days vide letter dated 25th of June, 2007. Inspite of 
instructions issued in that regard workmen opted not to 
file any claim statement. 

3. Notice was sent to the workmen to file their claim 
statement. Shri D. Sharma General Secretary, of Gas 
Workers Union Sector 4, R.K.Puram, New Delhi appeared 
before this Tribunal on 13-9-07 . Matter was adjourned for^ 
filing of the claim statement for 14-11 -07. Thereafter none 
appeared on behalf of the workman. 

4. Fresh notice was sent to the workmen by 
registered post, calling upon them to file their claim 
statement by 7-7-09. Neither the postal article was received 
back nor anyone appeared on behalf of the workmen in 
pursuance of the notice. Every presumption lies in favour 
of the fact that the workmen were served with the notice. 
No claim statement has been filed in the matter on behalf of 
the workmen. 

5. Management has presented its written statement 
in an answer to the terms of the reference. It was claimed 
on behalf of the management that there was no relationship 
of employer and employee between the workmen and Indian 
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Oil Corporation, it was agitated that the workmen may be 
employees ot M/s. Shiv Goods Carrier, who were given 
work order iorthe cylinder transportation at the Madanpur 
Khadar plant of the Corporation. It was projected that for 
want of privity of contract between the parties there was 
no dispute, muchlcss an industrial dispute to be adjudicated 
by this Tribunal. From facts projected by the management 
it emerges that there was no relationship of employer and 
employee between the workmen and Indian Oil 
Corporation. 

6.Since the workmen had not opted to put forward 
their claim and management denies relationship of workmen 
and employer between the parties, under these 
circumstances it cannot be said that services of the 
workman were terminated by the Indian Oil Corporation in 
November and October, 2005. The reference itself proposes 
that service of the workmen was terminated by M/s. G;S.& 
Co. New Delhi, who w r ere working as contractor at LPG 
Bottling Plant. Madanpur Khadar of the Corporation. Under 
these circumstances it is evident that no industrial dispute 
existed between the workmen and the management of 
Indian Oil Corporation. For want of claim statement on 
behalf of the workman it emerges that the workmen had 
given up their grievances in the matter. Under these 
circumstances an award is accordingly passed. It be sent 
to the appropriate Government for publication. 

Dr. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Office** 

Dated: 7-7-2009 

^ 27 TJcTTt 2009 

W.3TT. 2244.-3tl/ilPl4> 1947 (1947 

14) ^ 17 ^ 3Tt. 

Rvl. ^ dicf! °b4<t>KT ^ 

*4 PlRoi 3iWlPl«h 3 m<b\i 3Tt?j'lp| c h 

3Tf*rernrf/3R U-I, 4W (#p4 TRsttl 

63/2007) ycblfckl ^Tcfl "I, TR‘4>R 23-7-2009 

WZ f3JT STTI 

[TT. PrT-3001 l/43/2007-3ttf.3m.(TTq) ] 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

S.O. 2244. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 63/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, No.-I, New Delhi, now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of IOCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-300II/43/2007-IR (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R. K. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRALCOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CIJ M-LABOUR COU RT 
NO. I, NEW DELHI 

KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

I. D. No. 63/2007 

Shri Shiv Narain, 

Through the President, 

Gas Workers Union. 

C/o CPWD Workers Union, Sector-IV 

R. K. Puram. New Delhi-110022. .Workman 

Versus 

The Sr. Plant Manager, 

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (IOCL), 

LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, 

New Delhi -110076. .Management 

AWARD 

Shri Shiv Narain was working with M/s Shubh Laxmi 
Gas Service, A-38/3, Vikas Marg, Shakarpur, Delhi, 
contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, 
New Delhi who was given work order for cylinder 
transportation at Madanpur Khadar plant of Indian Oil 
Corporation. He claimed that he was appointed by the 
management. In November and October , 2005, their 
services were dispensed with. Feeling aggrieved by the 
said act, he raised an industrial dispute before the 
conciliation officer. Since conciliation proceedings failed, 
the appropriate Government referred a dispute to this 
Tribunal vide letter No. L-3001I/43/2007-IR(M) dated 27-8- 
2007 with following terms: 

“Whether the termination of Sh. Shiv Narain in April, 
2005 by M/s Shubh Laxmi Gas Service, A-38/3, Vikas 
Marg, Shakarpur, Delhi, Contractor of IOCL, LPG 
Bottling Plant, Madanpur Khadar, New Delhi is just 
and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. The appropriate Government directed the 
workman to file their claim statement with this Tribunal 
within a period of 15 days vide letter dated 27th August, 
2007. Inspite of instructions issued in that regard workmen 
opted not to file any claim statement. 

3. Notice was sent to the workman to file his claim 
statement. Matter was adjourned for filing of the claim 
statement for 12-11-2007. None appeared on belalf of the 
workman. 

4. Fresh notice was sent to the workman on 21 -5-09 
by registered post to file his claim statement on 18-6-09 
calling upon him to file his claim statement. On 18-6-09 
again notice was sent to the workman for 13-7-09. Neither 
the postal article had been received back nor anyone 
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appeared on behalf of the workman in pursuance of the 
notice. Every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the 
workman was served with the notice. No claim statement 
has been filed in the matter on behalf of the workman. 

5. Management has presented its written statement 
in an answer to the terms of the reference. It was claimed 
on behalf of the management that there was no relationship 
of employer and employee between the workmen and Indian 
Oil Corporation. It was agitated that the workmen may be 
employees of M/s. Shubh Laxmi Gas Service, A-38/3, Vikas 
Marg, Shakarpur, Delhi, who were given work order for the 
cylinder transportation at the Madanpur Khadar plant of 
the Corporation. It was projected that for want of privity of 
contract between the parties there was no dispute muchless 
the industrial dispute to be adjudicated by this Tribunal. 
From facts projected by the management it emerges that 
there was no relationship of employer and employee 
between the workmen and Indian Oil Corporation. 

6. Since the workman had not opted to put forward 
his claim and management denies relationship of workman 
and employer between the parties, under these 
circumstances it cannot be said that services of the 
workman were terminated by the Indian Oil Corporation in 
April ,05. The reference itself proposes that service of the 
workmen was terminated by M/s. Shubh Laxmi Gas Service, 
Delhi, who were working as contractor at LPG Bottling 
Plant, Madanpur Khadar of the Corporation. Under these 
circumstances it is evident that no industrial dispute existed 
between the workmen and the management of Indian Oil 
Corporation. For want of claim statement on behalf of the 
workman it emerges that the workmen had given up their 
grievances in the matter. Under these circumstances an 
award is accordingly passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 13-7-2009 

^ 27 2009, 

eRr.3JT. 2245.—3^PRF> 1947 (1947 

14) ^ SITCT 17 ^ 3^tH u l wwt A V, 

rrrf. TT 1# WTO ^ ^ 

#3, 3 fife AlP l * ^ 

-41*11^, x NH (#$ 22/2009) 

TO* f,^ ^ 23-7-2009 ^ WX 

fan «ni 

[w. t^-27011/4/2008 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2009 

S.O. 2245.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 22/2009) 


of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai, now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of TANMAG and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-27011/4/2008-1R (M)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

annexure 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 

COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 14th July, 2009 

Present: A. N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 22/2009 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of TANMAG and their Workmen) 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary : I Party/Petitioner 

Salem, Dharmapuri,Namakkal, 

Erode Mavatta Pokuvarathu 
Matrum Podhu Thozhilalar Sangam 
21, Vivekananda Street 
Salem-7 

Vs. 

The Managing Director : H Party/Respondent 

TAN MAG, 5/63, Omalur Road 

Jagirammapalayam, 

Salem-2 

APPEARANCE 

For the 1st Party /Petitioner: M/s. M. Selvam, T. Pappaiah 

Dharmarajan 

For the 2nd Party/ : M/s. M.R. Raghavan, 

Management Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L -2701 l/4/2008-IR(M) dated 30-1-2009 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the management of TANMAG, Salem in 
paying a less salary to HM V Drivers when compared 
to LMV Drivers is justified? What relief the HMV 
Drivers are entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as 22/2009 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
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respective counsel. Thereafter the Industrial Dispute stood 
posted for filing Claim Statement followed by Counter 
Statement. I here has not had been the representation on 
either side continuously for a good number of 
postponements of the case for the purpose. Therefore, at 
the last the petitioner union was called absent and the 
Respondent was called absent and set-exparte. The records 
were perused. 

3. Points for consideration are : 

(i) Whether the action of the Management of 
TANMAG, Salem in paying a lesser salary to 
HMV Drivers compared to LMV Drivers is 
justified? 


of satisfying the Tribunal by adducing any evidence, it is 
only to be found that payment of less salary to HMV Drivers 
compared to LMV Drivers cannot be held not justified and 
therefore is justified in the absence of material to adopt a 
contra view. 

6. The point is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 14th July, 2009) 

\ 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined ; 

For the I Party/Petitioner : None 


•0 1 0 u hat relief the HMV Drivers are entitled? For the II Party/Management : None 


Point Nos. i & 2 


Documents Marked : 


4 As a matter of convenience these two points are 
considered together. Both the parties though entered 
appearance, thereafter continuously remained absent and 
thereby failed to file any Claim or Counter Statements 
complete with reievant documents, list of reliance and 
witnesses as instructed to do so under the very reference 
or on the direction of this Tribunal. Therefore, there is no 
material bcfoi e this I nbunal to find out under what support 
the reference is to be answered. 

5. From the couching terminology in the reference, it 
is legitimate for this Tribunal to presume that under the 
Management of TANMAG there are two categories of 
Driveis viz. fi) HMV Drivers and (if) LMV Drivers, that 
I MV Drivers are paid comparatively more salary than to 
IIMV Drivers. I he question to be considered is whether 
such payment of lesser salary to HMV Drivers than to 
LMV Drivers is justified. In this ID both the parties are 
absent to prosecute or defend their respective claims or 
defence as the case may be. Since the reference is at the 
instance of the petitioner, the initial burden is upon him to 
prove that payment of lesser salary to the HMV Drivers is 
j rsufled or not Under the Indian Evidence Act when a 
party wishes to make believe the Court, the existence of a 
certain fact it is for that part}' to adduce evidence to prove 
that. There is a maxim the meaning of which is to the effect 
that when both are at equal faults the condition of the 
defendant (herein the "Respondent”) is better. There is 
another principle that when both sides adduce evidence 
the burden ol proof loses its importance. So viewed, it 
could also mean that when both sides do not adduce 
evidence, the burden of proof loses of its importance. In 
this case both sides have not even presented their pleadings 
or supporting documents. There is hardly any material to 
tilt a decision by way of answer to the reference in favour 
of either party. However, invoking the concept of burden 
ot proof as being on the First Party Petitioner as mentioned 
above and since he has not discharged the initial burden 


On the petitioner’s side 

Ex, ^°- Date H Description 

Nil 

On the Management’s side 

Ex -^°- Date Description 

Nil 

M 28 2009 

3T.3TT. 2246.-TO% ^TTTf TO M fa. 

TO Sfo TT TO 77TO ^ft/7493 ^ 3Rpfa) (TT^TTO 
TfawT ^ 7^7 xf xfafa) 4 ■qrfarrct vfq^-f fqfa 37)7 
TW4 arfafwf, 1952 ( 1952 19) (^d$mkf 37fafTO7 

^ Ttq'xf TT^ffa) Tft TO 57 T7t3X7-TO (} ) 7^5 (^) 

^ ^ fair 37TTO f^TT i I 

2. sfa TO[ *K°hK ^ fagrc Xf ^7 

TTpfa 3 TO ^ ftfa efr 

^ falj TOT %TRT 6 fafaRv 3 TO 

^ 1? affc ‘^4^1(1 4) 7PTR ^ fafat 3TO 
^ TTfalffaf ^ fafa xf‘ ^RT STfafTO ?TT ^xfalft 
]952 (Trl^HlAf TORT ^ 

^ sfafcT TO fafa cTTM 4) TOT TO 7# t I 

3. TO TOTO IRVSKT, TO TOT arfqffam TO [7 
^ MT-TO (1) ^ fshM (^>) TO TO ^Tfrof TO TOPT 
TOt TO fTT TO*T XT’ TTO-TTO TO fqfqf^ ^ 

^7, TOT yfilkiN ^4 TOT TORT ^ TOfd TOTTOTT 

l-5-l983 ^3TXT^3 T f?77^7 TT cTTr^fatT7|ZTOT 

TO) f I 

[Tf. V77-35015/54/2009TO-V7T- II] 
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New Delhi, the 28th July, 2009 

S.O. 2246.—Whereas M/s. Bharat Heavy Electricals 
Ltd., (under Code UP/7493 in Uttar Pradesh Region) (hereinafter 
referred to as the establishment) has applied for exemption 
under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the 
Employees’ Provident Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions 
Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions specified in this regard 
from time to time, the Central Government, hereby, exempts 
the said establishment from the operation of all the 
provisions ofthe said Scheme with effect from 01-05-1983 
until further notification. 

[No. S-3 5015/ 14/2009-SS-I1] 
A. K. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

28 ^ i, 2009 

2247.—^tfafa farrfa Vhhfat HsU*! (TIT.) 
fa. fa fate fa<s4I Zh^/22766 fa 3TcT T fcT) 

Tjta fa ^tt fa fafafal) 3 RRtedfa ffafa fafa Tffatfa 
3WJ srfafWT, 1952 (1952 R4 19) (M.d^i-d afafaWT 
fa ^oq fa fafafacr) fat m\ 17 fat ( 1 ) fa W 

fa STcUfcT T5 Z fa fat t 3T7fe ffalT t i 

2. fatT ^ffa, fa^ TR4iR fa IfaTR fa 3RKH fa 

xqrrfa ff yfdMH fa ffafa fa tWT ^fa 

fa ffar srffafWT fat *1KT 6 fa fat pci'll fa 

fed ' cfrt zfi fa faft 4>44l<t fat TRH fa P*>41 SFQ 
yfdMH fa ch^ i f fa f fa win ff znn sfafafam 4>4 ^i4 
^fcjMt ftfsj ■qfadl, 1952 (Rd^RlFd 4-W Tfel fa ^9 FT 

fa stefar wn fafazr ttn erw fat yra fa fa 1 

3. fa^ 9d<f£KT, 3R 34d fafaffam fat *TTC! 17 
fa '3R-RRI ( 1 ) far Tsnrg (^) ^RT TKd fafafa R4 Rfal 

^tr d^TT ITT fafaj ff TRT4-TFR W ffafafe ?Tdf fa «TR 
ff Ttfa ^tr. ddd yfdMH fa -idd faUFTT fa TFRd ‘JTdfa fa 
ydlcd d fa 1 -1-1993 fa 3Rjfa faRTfddl TFF fa Ifar TO 
Rfat fa i 

[fa. ^-35015/44/2009-^. II] 
% fa. TJRn, 3FR fafat 


New Delhi, the 28th July, 2009 

S.O. 2247.—Whereas M/s. Franco Indian Remedies 
(P) Ltd., (under Code No. TN/22766 in Chennai Region) 
(hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has applied 
for exemption under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 
17 ofthe Employees’ Provident Funds and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as 
the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 ofthe said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions specified in this regard 
from time to time, the Central Government, hereby, exempts 
the said establishment from the operation of all the 
provisions ofthe said Scheme with effect from 01-01-1993 
until further notification. 

[No. S-35015/44/2009-SS-II] 
A. K. GUPTA, Under Secy, 
faffafa, 28 i 2009 

cRT,31T. 2248.—^tfafa fanfa fafa fafaffa fajfa faSRT, 

cfrHHiet Stlffaff [ffafa (^fat) fa fate fatsqi fatRT/4563 

fa fad fa UdJMO'-cl ufftMH fa ^9 fa Tjfafa] fa RRfalfa 
fafazi ffafa fafa yfaM ZWin fafaffaR, 1952 ( 1952 R4 
19) (RcT^RIRT fafafW! fa ^9 fa fafafa) fat RKT 17 fat 
BR-RRT (1 ) fa (^f) fa fad fa WZ fa ffar 
ffalt I 

2. falT ^fafa, fa^ fa ffa^K fa 3RKH fa 

TflTfifa fa yfdkJH fa ffafR fa Pl-MH ^nfa 
4>fa l Rfa‘ fa %tr TSRT 3TffafaR fat RRT 6 fa ffafaffas fat 
cj^Hi fa f^ddvt fat far =b4-dl0 fat 7TRH Tfafa fa 
ffafat wn yffa3H fa 4.4^ i f.fa fa fafaT fa tsrt fafafwq 
Tqi fafazi ffafa faUFT, 1952 (t?c^RHT fadMH 

fa -^q fa fafa%) fa fafatf 3F4 Rffaq Mh cttr fat rtrt 

Wl fa f I 

3. fa^ TR4TR Rd^SKT, m WH fafaffam fat RRT 17 
fat 3R-RRT (1 ) fa (4T) 1RT ^iffalfa R4 yfau 

ITT/Wl^R WT fa Wl-Tm RT fa fat 

fa ^ti, WH yfd^fd fat faUHT fa TFTRT 3H«lfaf fa 
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HT5MC1 ' 1 ^ 1 1 *981 ^ smell cfcfr fair ^sz y^4 

*rtrf) % I 

C^i- 477-35015/36/2009-477. 477. H] 

4/ 4>. 'Jkll, 3747 77 P** 
New Delhi, the 28th July, 2009 

S.O. 2248.— Whereas M/s Steel Authority of India 
Ltd., [under Code DL/4563 in Delhi (North) Region] 
{hereinatter relerred to as the establishment) has applied 
for exemption under clause (a) of sub-section (I) of section 
17 of the Employees Provident Funds and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act. 1 952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as 
the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified m section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
the Scheme) m relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now. therefore, in exercise ofthe powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (I) of section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions specified in this regard 
from time to time, the Central Government, hereby, exempts 
the said establishment from the operation of all the 
provisions ofthe said Scheme with effect from 01-01-1981 
until further notification. 

[No. S-35015/36/2009-SS-II] 
A. K. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

4? 4 37474, 2009 

^RT.3TT. 2249.-*>441(| 71^4 %TT STfafrrR, 194 ^ ( 194 ^ 
34 34) 44 4T7T I 4ft 44-4TTT (3) £T7T 444 ^ifcRUlf 34 Wl 
HU c HiTl4 47447 WiA£l<l 01 2009 471 477 

fFOT 4 ^ U 4 ff fH4d 4>tdl f, f47734 444 37f4fH40 
3TK4PT-4 (44 4 45 4T7T 45 fwi *ft 4F<3 ^ ^ f) 

3TU)[*-5 3TTT 6 ( 377T-76 44 44-4T7T ( I ) affr 447 77 , 7 $, 

79 3717 81 45 f774T4 4T 4144 H 4<J4 ^ ^ U45[ t) 35 ZWf 
aPHciilS l~HH Pel Rskt ST4T Tf y^tT Ff4, 3T4Tcf : 

fricTI 4 1. Tt4I^7H cTTgTT 

TPpTTI 4I7TT m (41) 4 ferl^j 

414^4 4 4P4457 45^1 (74) 77734 

2. 44(471 4T4J35 
(31) adiPn 735474 
3Trf4 374^4 3TR 4173 
77474 414. 

[TO4TJ4. 38013/29/2009-44.471. \] 
44. Ft 41447, 3747 77f44 


New Delhi, the 4th August, 2009 

S.O. 2249—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st September, 2009 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 
and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI (except Sub-Section ( I ) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force) of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Tamil Nadu namely: 

CENTRE Areas Comprising the Revenue 

Villages of 

Valliyoor in Radhapuram I. Radhapuram Taluk 

Taluk and Nangurieri (a) Valliyoor 

Taluk in Tirunelveli District (b) Valliyoor South 

2. Nanguneri Taluk 
(a) Tbalapathi Samudaram 
[No. S-38013/29//2009-S.S.I.] 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 
4| fsterft, 4 37474, 2009 

■5RT.37T. 2250.-4>4rtill Trt4 4t4T 3 tM 444, 1948 (1948 
34 34) 4ff 4T7T 1 44 44-4171 (3) STTT 444 44 44pn 

344 HU 44^4 717447 444gT7I 01 f774*47, 2009 34 471 
4Rt73 45 44 4 f444 4574t t, f4)7T4lt 444 3Tf4fW7 47 
37^4T4-4 (44 4 45 4T7T 41 fwi 4 ) 444 4 4^44) t) 
37^414-5 3717 6 ( 477T-76 47) 44-4171 (I ) 37)7 4171-77, 78, 
79 37ft 81 41 f774T4 41 Ff 4^4 44 4T 4 ( 47 ) f) 47 Z444 
4f44RT^ 3 I-j4 4i ftHR-lPsirl *441 4 ’ 4^4 : 

f444447 1444 4 f4714447 4 *447 

f7T4T44?TT 4> 47 44 §74 4 ) 77474 4T4 

^3 f47>4447 P* 1 dl 4 f?T 4 T 44 ?Tt 

414(45 47 %5dTT4 ^ 

71474 T]fcf 

[Tns4TTT77. 380I3/30/2009-'H7.H7. 1] 

477. 'Ft. 4f447, 3747 77f44 

New Delhi, the 4th August. 2009 

S.O. 2250.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3) of Section 1 ofthe Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st September. 2009 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 
and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI (except sub-section (]) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77 , 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brought 
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into force) of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Tamil Nadu namely. 

Centre Areas comprising the revenue 

Villages of Virudhunagar 
District 


Sivakasi peripherals Revenue Village of Nedungulam 

area in Virudhunagar of Sivakasi Taluk in 

District Virudhunagar District. 

[No. S-38013/30/2009-S.S. I.] 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 
3PPRL2009 

■^T.3TT. 2251.—+4^1-0 7F3 3)h1 1948 

(1948 "34 34) Th 1 Th TT-TT7T (3) 'gTtT 

1 2009 ^ 

^ cTRfe ^ 3 f^FTrt TTTt t, T33 3lf«rfWT^ 

3PZITC-4 (44^45 

&vm-5$z6 (76 ^ (i) 

79 81 

cpfer 7F3 $ fHHErlRsm M 3 ^ :— 


urn 

u 

TTFt efiT TIP ^ 
H j i<Mifci e hi Trhrrtr 



fsm 

l. 

34I3T37I 




Z 

■qmnweft 

<*>’H«d 

<IhH*K 

IIH’VK 

3. 

■RKPJTI 

<*>4131 




38013/31/2009-1] 


^1^,24^,2009 

<ST.31T. 2252.-3f^fW f^K 1947 

( 1947 14) ^ ^K? 17 * *** 

^ ^ # 5 , 3 ^ 3 

(4^f WH 112/2006) ^1 WfacT ^TTl t, ^ m*K 
23-7-2009 W<11331 *7T I 

[4 ^-29025/5/2009-3TT|3TR( ) 1 

<*,H<r[ stltel^, 7^37 33f^T7TTt 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2009 

S.O. 2252. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 112/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. S.C. Co., Ltd. and theirworkman. which 
was received by the Central Government on 23-7-2009. 

[No. L-29025/5/2009-IR (M)] 

RAM AL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

annexure 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
1NDUSTR1AL TR1BU N AUCU M-L ABOU R COU RT 
HYDERABAD 


t£(3. ifr ^1447, 3T3T 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2009 
§ q 2251. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section I of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st September, 2009 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 4 
and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI (except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force)’of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Karnataka namely 


SI. Name of the 

No. Revenue Village 
or Municipal 
Limits 

Hobli 

Taluk 

District 

1. Basavanapura 

Kasaba 

Raman agar 

Ramanagar 

2 . Mayaganahalli 

Kasaba 

Ramanagar 

Ramanagar 

3. Madapura 

Kasaba 

Ramanagar 

Ramanagar 


[No. S-38013/31/2009-S.S.L] 


S.D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 


Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated, the 25th Day of June, 2009 
Industrial Dispute No. 112 of 2006 
BETWEEN 


Yetakari M alii ah 


.Petitioner 


The General Manager, 

M/s S.C. Co. Ltd., 

Ballampally, Adilabad Dist. 

The Superintendent of Mines, 
M/s S.C. Co. Ltd., 

GoletiNo. 1 Incline, 

Rebban Mandal, 

Adilabad District. 


...Respondents 


APPEARANCES 


For the Petitioner 


For the Respondent 


Shri A. K. Tayaprakash Rao, 
Advocate 

Shri P. A. V. V. Sharma 
Advocate 
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AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) ofthe I.D. Act, 

1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. This petition under section 2(A)2 of ID Act has 
been filed by Yetakari Mallaiah for declaring his retirement 
as null and void and reinstate him in the services on the 
ground that his date of birth has been wrongly entered and 
he was forced to retire two years earlier than his actual date 
of superannuation. 

3. Counter statement has been filed by the respondent 
management denying allegations in the claim statement 
and has further been alleged that the petition under Section 
2(A)2 ofthe ID Act is not maintainable before this Tribunal 
as Section 2(A)2 of the ID Act is not applicable in the 
present case. The present case is of the retirement ofthe 
petitioner which is neither retrenchment nor dismissal nor 
disengagement. As such, the maintainability ofthe petition 
has been challenged. 

4. The respondent has raised preliminary objection 
regarding maintainability of the petition and the case was 
posted for arguments on the preliminary issue on the 
maintainability ofthe petition. But the petitioner did not 
appear on the date ofthe argument on the preliminary issue. 

5. Hence, this Tribunal heard counsel for the 
respondent. The learned counsel for the respondent has 
argued that though Section 2(A)2 is applicable in the State 
of Andhra Pradesh, but the provisions of Section 2(A)2 of 
the ID Act is applicable only where that dispute relates to 
discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination ofthe 
services of a workman. Other disputes are excluded from 
the provisions of Section 2(A)2 ofthe Act, for adjudication 


[Part II —-Sec. 3(ii)j 

of such other disputes procedure has been prescribed 
under the Act for reference of dispute by Government. He 
has argued that in the present case the workman has neither 
been discharged nor dismissed nor retrenched nor 
terminated from the service, but of own contention ofthe 
petitioner, he was retired from the service. As such, his 
case is not covered under any ofthe heads of discharge! 
dismissal, retrenchment or termination. Thus, the case of 
retirement stands excluded from the purview of Section 
2(A)2. The procedure prescribed under the Act is that 
reference ofthe dispute by the Government has to be made 
to this Tribunal for Award. The learned counsel for the 
respondent has cited a case law of Hon’ble A.P. High Court 
printed and published in 2008( I) ACD 53 wherein Division 
Bench of Hon’ble A.P.High Court in the matter of 
Superintending Engineer, Irrigation Circle Department 
Hyderabad Vs. B.Sathaiah and others. I have gone through 
the case law cited by the learned counsel for respondent 
and have also read over the averments made in the claim 
statement filed by the workman petitioner. In the present 
case, the petitioner has challenged the action of retirement 
by the management. The case of petitioner is not covered 
under the head of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or 
termination. As such, this case is not covered under Section 
2( A )2 ofthe ID Act Thus, in the light ofthe case law cited 
above, the petition is not maintainable under Section 2(A)2 
and deserves to be dismissed on the preliminary ground 
itself. The petition is dismissed. 

Dictated to Sri P. Kanaka Raju, LDC transcribed by 
him and corrected by me on this 25th day c f June, 2009. " 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of Evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner: NIL for the Respondent: NIL 
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